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! Chapter 1. Introduction %
VLN,

NS

During the summer of 1982, the Army implemented a new Basic Skills ;;:-:{:

NS

Education Program English-as-a-Second Language (BSEP I/ESL) program at eight : W

AENC

X Training and Doctrine Command (TRADOC) installations. The goal of this MRS
™ . '.'_-:,\:.
: implementation was to put in place a functional or basic training (BT) ijijlj-
‘ . :'_-"_-
oriented program which would provide a common curriculum for all :;2?-
. installations. Under its BSEP evaluation contract to the Army Research ;i;ﬁ;»
) NS
Institute (ARI), the American Institutes for Research (AIR) was assigned the O

responsibility for evaluating the new BSEP I/ESL Course. :i‘f“'

A

This report presents data on several aspects of the course. It i:;b’

b9 )\ »

Ps
[

describes the development of the course, the operation of the course during

o
::é'_

AIR site visits, and the characteristics of the student population.

,d
[}
»
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LA
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Included in the program outcomes are data on students' perceptions of the

A

benefits they derived from the program as well as their continuing language .**: ~
AWML
needs. It also presents test data on program effects and compares these ggy;:]
¥ :':"‘:"‘: ‘
data with that available from previous Army ESL programs. In addition, two fﬁ}i:}
_‘:"\-"\
types of program follow-up data are presented: a comparison of the -::}i},
characteristics of a sample of students who were discharged from the Army \::;; 
o]
during BT with students who completed BT, and an analysis of sergeants' :5:::)
SN 2
'\'\ \-
ratings of soldiers' performance by students' language proficiency. The aim :Mgif*
of this report is to provide information that will help the Department of SRR
RN
N
. the Army to determine the effectiveness of this new program, to formulate :;§;:?
[ AN
policy for limited-English speaking recruits, and to plan the development :fgi:t
and management of its future ESL programs. uﬁ\iif
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During 1979 various Department of the Army agencies and commands

including The Adjutant General (TAG), Deputy Chief of Staff for Personnel Sﬁé;fi
(DCSPER), Deputy Chief of Staff for Operations (DCSOPS), ARI, TRADOC, and Eﬁ:;i;
: the United States Army Recruiting Command (USAREC) reviewed the Army's ngﬁgg
English language policy and programs with the purpose of formulating an g;%g;j
overall plan to address the problems posed by non-native English speaking 5::?::

¥

enlistees. On one hand, a significant percent of these soldiers did not
have enough proficiency in English to successfully function in the Army.
For example, in a 1976 TRADOC survey, battalion commanders reported that

approximately five percent of their soldiers had problems in English

comprehension that adversely affected their units' performance. On the
other hand, the Army desired to increase the enlistment of Hispanics and
other non-native English speakers because these groups were

under-represented and because of demographic projections of a shrinking

enlistment pool. ;ﬁxix
AR ‘.\:

S

As a result of this review, the DCSPER recommended a range of Fgg$;
;J'\J‘_'.-'

activities and programs aimed at identifying qualified potential recruits zﬁﬂk{
,_.-,;.-.:.:

regardless of their level of English proficiency and ensuring that all :ﬁg&g
enlistees had sufficient proficiency in English., Recommendations included LA

“

translating the ASVAB into Spanish; exploring the development of an

.
-
' 0%

) extended, pre-enlistment ESL program with the United States Department of

.
-
]

y ',.4 .',.',»".‘t
. -: . T A ‘. ..‘ ‘. "

/

.
A

Health, Education, and Welfare or the Department of Labor; developing a

functional six week ESL program to replace the existing BSEP I/ESL progam,

.‘. P
'fl J.L"A{\
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Ly
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: aﬁd developing a functional ESL program for soldiers at their permanent duty <
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stations. Only the functional six-week ESL program has been developed and
is now in place. The course materials were developed by the Defense
Language Institute English Language Center (DLIELC) and the program is now
called the Pre-BT ESL Course. The Army is also giving serious consideration
to establishing an extended ESL program for new recruits with very limited

English at the DLIELC, Lackland Air Force Base, Texas.

Rationale for this Study

The Army has several reasons for undertaking this evaluation of the
Pre-BT ESL.Course. First, they need descriptive information on how the
course is conducted at the various TRADOC sites to determine if the initial
goals of the Pre-BT Course have been met: (1) establishing a functional ESL
course that focuses on the language needs for BT, and (2) impiementing a
common curriculum across the TRADOC sites. Second, the Army needs
systematic information on program outcomes to assess this program's
effectiveness when compared to previous ESL programs. Third, in the past
two years there have been significant changes in the Eharacteristics of the
overall enlistee population but there is little information on how these
changes have affected the ESL student population. Information about the
student population is important for assessing prograﬁ effects and for making
decisions about future programs. Fourth, because this is a new program, tre

Army needs to identify serious problems as well as successful program

elements.

“»
P AL AT

>
‘.

l

S
S

P A A R A
‘-r'v'-'l‘.':
LA

T
-4

AT AR

I
.’:-'l ...4".":'.

OV

¥ ‘.'.r"
SRR
FAP AP P

1 ‘e ”
e e
P

~ !
Y

NN

B
o
. .'
~
‘a
-~
-
N
-
-

R A
'Y

XA

» 'y

.77,

."‘._1 oy
’ 1 L4
AR B o)

s e

s "o e
P AV SR

A

Y
F 3

’ {'{"'/:i

S &7

,‘Lf'"/' [ __l'

DAL A

NI
o'

LS

R
A

".'. ". l‘u“" .

& 7

v e 4
oy

-
iy
S
.'\.-




.,
-
-
-
r]
-
r)
¥
¥
3
3
r
I3
3
]
»
1Y
A
»

A
N

y ‘N 'f Pty
"'nl\‘.. \‘ ‘.J
XA 7N

AIR's Approach to Evaluation

.,

~. 5.I. -..l,.ll.'

The AIR approach to evaluation is similar to the Context, Input, s

;

Process, Product (CIPP) evaluation model described by Stufflebeam, et al.

LA
ﬁ,

O

(1971) and others. The overall planning and sequence of activities for this \Ez?u

LR

particular evaluation has been shaped by two factors--the AIR process ; 2

3 approach and the fact that the evaluation was conducted in two phases. i:itf
oY

: :'-_'.‘:‘.f
: In the first phase of the evaluation, conducted between May 1981 and 3€;§j
August 1982, AIR provided the Department of the Army with formative {_\_;

._-_._:_:“

information in numerous memos and reports, as well as In-Process Reviews :jiii

" _‘_-.:_\

(IPRs). Formative information is intended to help the project sponsor, the ‘§é§§

program developer, and the other involved agencies keep the program on-track !ﬁ;:ﬁ

and build an effective and appropriate program during the development and :f}jj

initial implementation stages. AIR memos and reports included: ZEEEE

A,

Y e review of materials developed by DLIELC to Ao
describe the language requirements for BT, :j:j;

e review of the objectives established for the :&:;:

course materials, i‘ *

o review of the curriculum materials and tests,

o review of the field test of the curriculum and
teacher orientation program, and

o detailed description of the educational and pfﬁ‘-
administrative context at the installations BOA
where the new course was to be implemented. -

The second phase, or summative evaluation, was conducted from August A

1983 to June 1984. AIR staff made more than 20 visits to TRADOC o

"'-;"x
P Ao
.l A A,
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hY

installations to observe the ESL classes and follow-up soldiers who had
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graduated from the course and were receiving Initial Entry Training (IET).

this phase data were gathered and analyzed to:
describe the program as it was actually operating at
the installations,

describe the characteristics and background of
the student population,

describe the perceptions of administrators,
teachers, and students,

identify conditions in the program environment that
affected program outcomes,

describe program outcomes,

describe sergeants' ratings of soldiers' language
ability and performance in IET, and

evaluate the progress of the program in relation to

program objectives and overall goals of Army ESL
policy.

Methodology for the Study

Schedule of Visits

The Pre-BT ESL Course is conducted at eight TRADOC installations.

These are:

e Fort Benning
e Fort Bliss

e Fort Dix

e Fort Jackson
e Fort Knox

¢ Fort McClellan
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e Fort Sill

e Fort Leonard Wood

Site visits to the TRADOC installations began in August 1983. Three or more
visits were made to the larger ESL programs (Forts Benning, Dix, Jackson,
Knox, and Sill). Three visits were also made to Fort Leonard Wood, which
has a relatively small ESL enrollment, and one visit each was made to Forts
Bliss and McClellan, which have very small ESL programs. The minimum
duration for a site visit was two days; a few required as many as four days.
The site visit schedule was largely driven by the availability of program
graduates for the BT and Advanced Individual Training (AIT) follow-up phase
of the study., Site visits and data collection continued through May 1984,

when the follow-up phases were completed.

Data Sources and Techniques

Data for this study came from structured and unstructured sources, The
structured sources include questionnaires, rating forms, classroom

observation schedules, and TRADOC forms. These are:

e Student Record Form 1 (N = 842) filled out by education centers
and providing biographical information, test scores, e.g.,
pre/post, ECLT and Block I and Il scores, and attrition data,

e Student Record Form 2 (N = 857) for teachers to provide pre- and
post-ratings of students' langquage proficiency,

e Pre-BT Students Questionnaire (N = 842) completed by students at
the end of the Pre-BT ESL Course to provide information about
their background and perceptions of the course,

e Teachers Questionnaire (N = 32) completed by teachers concerning
their background and their teaching methodology,

o Classroom Observation Form (N = 80) for AIR researchers to
systematically record activities in the ESL classrooms,
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P .‘J_-:
t“-; __-—."'\‘
b e
;ﬂ e BT Students Questionnaire (N = 278) completed by ESL students at 'Zﬁ}
f the end of BT concerning their language ability and experience in :.r:
e BT, oo d
e e Drill Sergeants Questionnaire (N = 238) in which drill sergeants fﬁﬂ:
;5 answered questions about soldiers' language ability and o
-3 performance in BT, NN
& At
2 . ¢ ’

e Drill Sergeants Rating (N = 230) in which drill sergeants rated
soldiers' performance on 14 BT activities involving language,

A
%, . A,
L ) - l\‘.
Eﬁ e BT Language Activity Rating (N = 124) in which sergeants rated the e
7 14 BT activities on their importance for success in BT, N
p> :
» e AIT Students Questionnaire (N = 100) completed by soldiers at the we
. end of AIT concerning their language ability and experience in Ry
_ AIT, T
b e
- e AIT Instructors Questionnaire (N =83) in which sergeants and e
N instructors answered questions about soldiers' language ability Y
and performance in AIT, D
Foe ~ N
- e AIT Instructors' Rating (N = 83) in which sergeants and 5:?:
X instructors rated soldiers' performance on 18 AIT activites A
2 involving language, AN
el :-":!.' 4
—~ e AIT Language Activity Rating (N = 63) in which sergeants and By
. instructors rated the 18 AIT activities on their importance for o
- success in AIT, and Q:;;
v T
u‘ -~ ‘.
g; e TRADOC Form 488 or the equivalent (N = 1069) containing ECLT }jt*
- scores and Block II Achievement Test scores. N
. A1l of the above instruments, except TRADOC Form 488, were developed by AIR. fﬂﬁ'
:i Copies of the instruments are included in Appendix B. o
-3 In addition to data on the Pre-BT ESL Course, this report uses
.t} information from previous Army ESL programs. The sources for this
ﬁs information are:
AN
- e TRADOC files on 2,804 limited-English speaking soldiers who
o enrolled in BSEP I/ESL courses in FY79, 80, and 81, and

yoos e AIR field study of seven BSEP I/ESL programs conducted between
-, December 1981 and March 1982, and reported in three volumes (see
Holland, Ro-enbaum, Stoddart, and Redish, 1982).
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Unstructured sources used for the report included:

" s

‘e 4
A
T

>,
«
.

e informal interviews with program administrators, teachers,
counselors, and test administrators,

L]
ot

LT
7
P4

DD
e informal interviews with approximately 200 relevant military 5i::{:
personnel, ey
P
o informal interviews with more than 300 students both in group -
sessions and individually, and j;t:i_
'.':'J-:'.Jl
e informal observations during which we took field notes; these BN
supplemented the information on the classroom observation forms. N
P4
P 4

Informal interviews with all personnel were very important sources of

information, but were particularly important with students. Some of the -i
soldiers were reluctant to put their concerns in writing even though AIR ?“ »
staff assured them that the information they provided in the questionnaires éygﬁi
R
would be kept in confidence and not shown to their drill sergeants. When E;ﬁ:ﬁ
AIR staff spoke to them in their native language after they compieted the ;i;;;
completed the questionnaires, they often expressed themselves more openly on ;:%:%
several -issues. EEEEE:
R
AIR's practice of obtaining a comprehensive description of the program _;g::
context and previous involvement in other BSEP ESL evaluations was very gésézt
useful during this study. AIR staff have been making site visits to most of .:\3

these installations for nearly three years. During this period, they have
developed good rapport with Army Continuing Education System (ACES) staff
and teachers. At some installations administrators, BSEP coordinators, and
teachers have changed while the AIR research staff has remained constant.

As a result of AIR's experience with the ESL evaluations and knowledge about
the proérams at different posts, staff have frequently been asked for advice

and information or to sit in on teachers' meetings and to give guidance on
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problems that arose in the programs. The rapport and confidence that were

developed have helped AIR staff to gather more detailed and presumably more

accurate information about the programs. On our part, we are extremely

grateful for the high level of help and cooperation we received from the

- education and military personnel,

The

Structure of the Final Report

remainder of this report presents

a brief description of the development of the Pre-BT ESL Course
and the issues that affected its development,

a description of the Pre-BT ESL Course materials and Course
Management Plan,

a summary of program characteristics and problems that currently
influence program effectiveness,

the program outcomes as measured by the English Comprehension
Level Test (ECLT) and Block II Achievement Test, and

follow-up data on BT attrition,

follow-up data from sergeants' ratings of soldiers' performance,
a description of the background characteristics of ESL students
and the relation of these characteristics to success in the

course,

ESL students' perceptions of the benefits they derived from the
course and their current language needs,

a comparison of program outcomes according to installation, and

a brief summary of the report.
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Chapter 2. Development of the Pre-BT ESL Course

Like many devglopmen; efforts that require crucial involvement among
several agencies or parties, the development of the Pre-BT ESL Course wés
not a straightforward case of initial goal, development plan, final product,
and implementation. This section dgscribes the circumstances that initiated
the development of the course and presents some of the problems, issues, and

policy decisions that shaped the development process.

Why the Course was Developed

BSEP I/ESL was established in 1978 using the American Language Course
(ALC) as the core curriculum. (See Holland, et al,, 1982, for a description
and evaluation of the original BSEP I/ESL program). The ALC was deve]oped
and used by DLIELC as a long-term, resident program for improving generé]
English proficiency. In 1979, as part of a review of ESL policy and -
programs, the Army decided that there was a need for a new ESL program .

specifically designed for BSEP I.

Several factors seem to have contributed to this decision, Persénne]
in the Department of the Army and at the TRADOC Education Centers queétfoned
the effectiveness of using the ALC as the ESL curriculum, since many.. |
soldiers enfered the BSEP I/ESL program with very limited English skills.
For these soldiers, six weeks did not seem to be sufficient time to
significantly improve their level of general English. In addition, thefe

was the view that BSEP I/ESL should be functionally oriented toward basic

1
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and one-station unit training. As a result, it was decided that there would
be more benefit in having a six-week ESL program that is functionally
oriented to the critical tasks that must be mastered to complete BT.
Soldiers who needed additional language training could later receive BSEP
[I/ESL instruction at their permanent duty stations. DLIELC was tasked by
TRADOC in early 1980 to develop the functional ESL course along with an
instructor orientation course. They were also requested to design a plan to
assess the need for functional ESL materials for selected MOSs and permanent

duty stations.

Problems and Policy

Memos, informal documents, and development plans produced during 1979
and 1980 indicated that many of the problems and issues involved in
developing the new ESL program were recognized from the start:

e six weeks of instruction was insufficient for most

ESL students,

e a single six-week program could not meet the needs

of all students nor be appropriate for all

installations,

e enrollment at many installations was too low for
a program designed for homogeneous classes, and

e oral proficiency was the main problem for most
ESL students.

DLIELC reiterated the view that a course limited to six-weeks of
instruction imposes severe constraints on being able to produce a language
qualified trainee since students would enter the program with widely
different proficiencies and learning rates.! DLIELC questioned the clarity

of the terminal goals for the program and suggested that a six-week program
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would produce language qualified students only if they entered the program

already at the higher ranges of proficiency.

o F DD AR LTI P P
2
A
(S

It was also recognized that the low student enrollments at several of jit
the sites posed serious problems for the new Pre-BT ESL Course. TAG pointed

out that not only would soldiers have a variety of primary languages and a 5"

LR
P
v 'l
sll
fl

E wide range of language proficiency (e.g., below 30 to above 50 on the ECLT), 523%5:
? but also they would often be instructed in a single classromnf During 1981 zéiﬁ
! and early 1982, there were numerous discussions and plans for centralizing 7?3;
E the new program at one TRADOC installation. The reasons for centralization i;i;é
ﬁ were: (1) to eliminate the probiem of low enrollments by concentrating ;ﬁ;ﬁ}
! students at one site, and (2) to make it easier to maintain a standard f}jiﬁ
, AT
: curriculum and quality level of instruction. The centralization plan was EE;}.
- never implemented. ?E%%
E

; In a discussion concerning the development of a Spanish version of the

s ASVAB, a TRADOC representative pointed out that the problem with non-English

i speaking soldiers is oral comprehension. At a later meeting, TRADOC voiced ..
3 concern that the course would not be'properly developed using the ESE;}
E Instructional Systems Design (ISD) process which includes a front-end Ei;;'
i analysis, ::;;
i The issue receiving the most sustained attention was the question of _{h
E program goals. At a DLIELC meeting, a TRADOC representative stated that the th;*
5 purpose of the six-week ESL program was "to educate non-English speaking :;::2
§ soldiers to read and speak English so they can be trained in critical common EZ{%
§ tasks." This focus on increased trainability seems to have been combined EE;;Z
; with the DLIELC concept that only soldiers in the higher ranges of o
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proficiency would benefit from a six-week program. As a result, the course
was initially designed for a target population with an entering ECLT score
between 55 and 69. OLIELC proposed this target range based on their
experience with soldiers' ECLT gains in other Army ESL programs during which
the mean ECLT gain was close to two points per week. In six weeks of the
Pre-BT ESL Course, students could be expected to make a 12 point gain. This
would bring a student who entered the program with a 55 ECLf score close to
70 on exit. The concept of a target population did not resolve the question
of program goals and it was sometimes voiced at subsequent meetings and
IPRs: "What is the best thing to do for these soldiers if they only get six

weeks of Pre-8T ESL instruction?"

Developing the Pre-BT Course

Development of the Pre-BT Course began in April 1980. The first step
was to perform a front-end analysis to establish the minimal language
proficiency needed to complete BT. DLIELC conducted a task analysis to
determine the vocabulary, grammatical constructions, general English skills,
and level of proficiency required for BT. The analysis inc{uded information
on language modes (i.e., speaking, reading, listening, and writing) and
communication conditions such as normal voice and tape. Input for the task
analysis included soldiers' manuals and the BT Program of Instruction (POI},
a BT vocabulary 1ist developed at Fort Benning, and interviews with
commanders to determine the criticality of technical concepts. DLIELC
converted this information into a system of Job Language Performance

Requirements (JLPR), Terminal Training Objectives (TTO) that were derived

14
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from the JLPRs, and Enabling Training Objectives (ETO) that specified what {;ij
Ny

the recruit must be able to do to meet the TT0s. -
T
el
This system of language requirements and objettives was used as the 15239
.E’ o
basic input for the development of the 45 lessons that comprise the Pre-BT ?{5?
| .
ESL Course. The lessons are divided into two units called Block I and Block T
II. Block I, which contains 21 lessons, is designed to meet the needs of ;};ff
f,:fj
the non-target student population. It contains extensive practice exercises Tt
[
and drills in basic English syntax and provides information about Ql_g;
AR
non-technical or survival situations. Block II, which contains 24 lessons, AN
is designed for the target population, It contains very limited practice in 5‘?2
S
English syntax and focuses on teaching training task information. Each e
AL
block includes an achievement test that assesses the information presented ;j{j:

in the block. Each of the 45 lessons has a lesson test which assesses the

3
.
information presented in the lesson. The next chapter describes the course S
.-\.'_‘-:
materials in greater detail. i
.’__.:\.-
AR,
Some of the materials that were used to develop the course, as well as g,w<
, XD
parts of the course, were reviewed by non-DLIELC personnel. For example, Q?~::
AT

the JLPRs, TTOs, and ETOs were reviewed by 20 ESL instructors at TRADOC I

installations for consistency, comprehensiveness, appropriateness, and

feasibility of instruction in an ESL program. AIR staff also reviewed the

JLPRs and the 45 lesson tests. The criteria for AIR's review of the lesson éié;;
tests were: (1) Do the test items measure the objectives? and (2) Are they !?i:!
good test items? AIR staff also met several times with DLIELC personnel to EE‘;:
be briefed on the course development, to observe the DLIELC procedures for éi;g?

Ly

validating lesson tests, to discuss AIR review suggestions, and to
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coordinate AIR's evaluation plan and needs with the schedule for field
testing and implementing the new program. Staff at the Fort Benning
Infantry Center reviewed Block II Achievement Test items for technical and
doctrinal accurac}. Our impression is that only a few of the review
recommendations, including those by AIR, were adopted in the course

materials.

Early in 1981, the concept of the target population was expanded to
include students with lower entry ECLT scores in the 50 to 54 range. The
new target population now included students who entered the program with an
ECLT score between 50 and 69. One factor behind the enlargement of the
target population range was the continual question of what should be done

for the non-target students.

Until the expansion of the target population, DLIELC had been
developing eight weeks of course materials: two weeks of material for Block
[ and six weeks of material for Block II. After the expansion, DLIELC
modified this development plan to four weeks of Block I material and four
weeks of Block II material. The additional Block I lessons were intended to

improve the basic English skills of the non-target students.

Adding more lessons to Block I created new problems. Few of the
installations maintaired a sufficient number of classes to group students by
language ability or to conduct a two-track program. Because they had
greater proficiency in English, the target population did not need all 21
Block I lessons and, even if it were desirable, it would not be possible to

cover all 45 lessons in six weeks. It also seemed unlikely that many of the
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students that entered the program with very low ECLT scores would complete

Block I and therefore ever get to the BT information in Block II.

The plan for centralizing the Pre-BT ESL Program at one TRADOC site was
intended to resolve some of these problems. An alternative solution of
sending all non-target students to DLIELC for an extended ESL program has
been under cohsideration for some time, DLIELC's solution for the Pre-BT
Program was to designate eight of the Block I lTessons as critical lessons
to be taught to all students before they received Block II. Te;chers were

to use the remaining Block I lessons with non-target students as time

permitted.

The field testing of the course materials was conducted in several

- stages: developmental testing, Fort Dix, October-December 1981; validation,

Fort Dix, January-February 1982; validation of the Course Management Plan,
Fort Jackson, May-June 1982. AIR staff observed the two DLIELC teacher
orientations for the Fort Dix teachers who were to be involved in field
tests. They also observed classes during all three field tests and
interviewed teachers, students, and administrators. Staff observations,
comments and recommendations were recorded in several detailed trip reports,

which were distributed by ATR to TAG, TRADOC, and DLIELC.

The final version of the Pre-BT ESL Course was implemented at the
remaining six TRADOC sites during the summer of 1982; Forts Dix and Jackson
continued to teach the course when the field testing was completed. The
summer implementation at the six TRADOC sites consisted of one-day teacher

and staff orientations presented by DLIELC personnel, followed by the
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pairing of a DLIELC teacher with a post teacher for a week of classroom

instruction.
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Chapter 3. Description of Course Materials

This chapter briefly describes the materials that make up the Pre-BT

curriculum, These include:

¢ (Course Management Plan

e Instructor Orientation Guide
e Instructor and Student Texts
e Block I Screening Test

e Block Il Achievement Test

e Lesson Tests

o Tapes

¢ Recommended supplementary materials

Course Management Plan

The Course Management Plan (CMP) is the instruction manual for teachers
and administrators of the Pre-BT ESL Course. The CMP describes the purpose
of the course and the procedures for developing the curriculum. It
describes the job language performance requirements for BT on which the
course is based and explains how the language functions were selected and

integrated into the lessons.

The CMP explains how soldiers should be placed in the course according
to entry ECLT scores. However, because the weekly enrollment in a local ESL
program is rarely large enough to form more than one class, it is not

‘possible to group new students according to entry ECLT ranges. The CMP does
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N not recommend what action to take in such situations. The CMP also e

R
\ . . . e
! describes the lesson format and the subject matter presented in each of the 5}34
[
. lessons. [t introduces the drills and exercises used to teach the material R
- W
r. and explains how to interpret the instructions for teaching the curriculum.
2
B
f The CMP presents the four types of tests used in the curriculum: the
: ECLT, the Block I Screening Test, the Block II Achievement Test, and the ;ifﬁ;
. R
lesson tests. The procedures for test administration and scoring are also e

ﬁz explained. Other subjects treated in the CMP include the student's academic {ix;

Cd st

< record, instructions for providing feedback on the course, course length, R

AN

) how students are to be recycled, and standards for successful completion of e
: the course. The CMP is supplemented by a 45 page manual called Explanation f?;:
o * e .
} of Terminology, which explains in detail how to conduct the various _j?
classroom activities in the Pre-BT Course. _,21

': :\:-\:;

X e

" Instructor Orientation Guide il

N b

. The Instructor QOrientation Guide is a 20 page script that is intended RS

N T
E for administrators to use in orienting teachers hired subsequent to the AR
B - “« -
n ~'\'-.

N initial DLIELC implementation. It defines the terms used in the curriculum, ijj

p how drills and exercises should be conducted, and the purpose of the pattern f?ﬁﬂ

’ drills. Paradigms or grammar explanations are presented as well as samples f~fﬂi

v from the students' texts. The Instructor Orientation Guide makes no mention :}5{

> of ESL methodology or theory, and does not present ways of using teaching EB:!
e

‘2 aids, techniques, or supplementary materials, ;C:{:
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In an effort to provide more effective teacher orientation materials,
two training video tapes have been recently prepared by the University of
South Carolina under the direction of the ACES staff at Fort Jackson. These
tapes present teachers with the course materials and also teach them how to
use the curriculum., The tapes are available for use by TRADOC

installations.
Texts

An instructor text accompanies each of the 45 student texts or lesson
books., The instructor text is similar to the student text except for
information on the focus of the lesson, explanations on how to present the

exercises, and additional exercises.

Military Information in Block I

The 21 Block I lessons focus on five situations that soldiers will
encounter during their training: Barracks, Dining Facility, Troop Medical
Clinic, Post Exchange, and Dental Clinic, The situations were selected by
DLIELC based on data collected from a survey of Army trainers. The trainers
also described the tasks that soldiers performed in each of these
situations. These tasks, or language functions, were incorporated into each
lesson (e.g., requesting permission, imparting information). DLIELC also
selected language forms to be integrated into each of these lessons. ESL
instructors at Fort Benning validated the language forms and ranked them

according to importance,

21
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For the six-week Pre-BT Course, only 8 of the 21 Block I lessons are (:
N
§ required for instruction. The eight lessons are to be taught during the A
' first two weeks of the course. The CMP recommends that the remaining ’:’,‘;:
- o
;Q lessons be used as supplementary materials. (See appendix A for a list of ":i:
L . . RO
. lessons in Block I.) The required lessons cover the following subjects: r;
- . .‘\-4
4 RSN
Ny -.‘s'.‘-
X e Square Away the Barracks (two lessons)
» RN
e Pulling KP N
o Following Doctor's Directions ==
T e
o o Getting Directions at the PX e
<. e
:}: e Looking for and Buying Things at the PX NS
> . At
e Describing a Dental Problem :_;:_;
= AP
o e Getting Help at the Dental Clinic ::;.:
'f: ’:x'::
o LOCAL,
N Ry
- These lessons were selected by DLIELC because they contained the most
“ "’4"1
\‘ important language forms for Block II. _':::'E
s ~ A
. Military Information in Block II S
{.: ;:E;:-
- Block II consists of six modules with a total of 24 lessons. The six :'_:‘::::
< N
; modules are: : N
, RS
- e First Aid N
l\‘ -\.-
. a
\E; ® Nuclear, Biological and Chemical Defense {NBC) ‘\'.:
5 e Individual Tactical Training (ITT) £
S - R
N o Weapons Training :}:::".:f
N o MIGAL 3
\v
~
A e Grenades ;
s T
N
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Soldiers study all 24 lessons because of their critical nature. They
are expected to spend four out of six weeks in the course on Block I
subject matter. Block II lessons deal with 25 of the 40 BT tasks in the
Soldier's Manual Army Testing (SMART) book. The 25 tasks were those rated
most critical by Army trainers for safety and for success in completing BT.
The lessons focus on the task-specific vocabulary that soldiers need during

BT.

General English in Blocks I and II

b Y
d\*ﬁi\’. Ai\'.\’.' ':\- LY, e, .LA’A LR WML_A _!_L

Language forms are introduced in all Block I lessons (e.g.,
demonstrative pronouns, the verb "to be," prepositional phrases). According
to DLIELC, 94 language forms are introduced in Block 1, and 11 are
introduced fn BlockVII. Because students study all of the Block Il lessons,
they are introduced to all 11 language forms presented in Block II. Since
students are required to study only 8 of the 21 lessons in Block I, they are
introduced to only 42 of the 94 language forms. Those forms that are
introduced in the early lessons are usually repeated in future lessons.
However, they are not explained in as much detail as they are in the lesson
in which they are first introduced. ODuring interviews, teachers indicated
that students are sometimes confused when they encounter language forms that

are initially introduced in lessons they did not study.

There is some review in each of the lessons. For example, imperatives
are introduced in lesson 1A and are reviewed in lesson 2., A few crucial

language forms are reviewed as often as 14 times.
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S
! Four tests are used in the Pre-BT ESL Course: the ECLT, the Block I A
. “ "
I. . v ':N
- Screening Test, the Block II Achievement Test, and Lesson Tests. All are E:E;:
P: y"ﬁ)' o
i written in a multiple choice format. The tests assess listening ~:~$§
v
S comprehension and reading skills, but do not test for speaking ability. :ﬁ:ﬂN
'y . : .:-f.‘..-"
5 DLIELC writes in the CMP that speaking proficiency is not critical for ;E:?g
i success in BT and also that the administration of a test of speaking Sl
o proficiency would be difficult. f-?h

% The ECLT is used as a pre- and post-measure to assess students' English :}

i language ability. The ECLT contains 120 multiple choice items, 75 of which A
are delivered by tape to measure listening skills, and 45 of which are i‘:;
presented in a test booklet to measure reading skills. The test takes §.i2

i approximately 70 minutes to administer. ;:i;;

: RN

i The Block I Screening Test can be used as a pretest for placing :szsi

i soldiers in homogeneous groups in ESL classes or as a posttest for assessing ?ﬁti-

. their mastery of Block I objectives. It covers information and language ;EE?;

: forms taught in Block I and takes approximately 75 minutes to administer. 3;;;5

E The test contains 150 multiple choice items, half on tape and half in a §:7;?

2 booklet. In the taped part, students are asked to listen to a question and j?iii

5 then select the appropriate picture to answer the question. They are also ;;;;;

E asked to listen to statements or questions and choose the correct answer ;:?;;

E from a multiple choice format. In the second part of the Block I Test, ?;E;Z

, students are presented 75 written questions or statements and are asked to ;Eﬁﬁi
select the correct response or word from a multiple choice listing., ;;55'
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~ DA,
; The Block II Achievement Test measures students' achievement of the \;s.
Y

v Y
l terminal training objectives of the course. Whereas the Block I Test _
| e
{ assesses students' knowledge of syntax and general military vocabulary, the g;::
:". Seav
p Block II test focuses on students' mastery of the technical language and ;l,:
< S

. . . . Ay
' concepts taught in Block II. The test consists of 70 multiple choice items, ;
’ -
: half on tape and half in a booklet. Each of the two sections of the test
< i
3 takes 20 minutes to administer. The Block II Test consists of the following T
St
] types of items: -
- e
g ° ﬁistening to a statement on tape and choosing ﬁ?f
< the written response which best fits the AR
% statement, _ RS2
‘. e reading a written question and choosing the best ifiﬁ
- response from the selection given on tape, AN,
>~ -
? e listening to questions on the tape and choosing :l:.,
" the best answer from four possible written ON
! responses, 1”;'
3 e looking at an illustration, reading an incomplete ;ﬁ:;
N sentence describing the activity in the illustra- A
) tion, and choosing the word that best completes }:xj:
i that sentence from a list of four words, e
3 ® reading a phrase and choosing a synonomous phrase ﬁigj
g from a list of four possible phrases, "
‘_d .
e e selecting words or phrases to complete a sentence,
o and
3
v e reading a paragraph and choosing one of four
) written answers that relate to that paragraph.
::' ‘e
r\ ',
; There is one lesson test for each of the lessons in the curriculum, r
? According to the CMP, they are to be used at the discretion of the BSEP 'E{
2’ coordinator at the end of each lesson. Compared to the Block I Screening ;jf
s Ra
i Test and the Block II Achievement Test the lesson tests are relatively easy. e
5 They focus almost exclusively on vocabulary and take 10 minutes to ;:::i
3'3 N
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administer. All lesson tests consist of 10 multiple choice items. Half of
the items are read to the students by the teacher and half are read by the
students from the test booklet. 1In all but a few cases, the five reading
questions on each of the lesson tests ask the student to fill in one blank

space to complete a statement by choosing from four possible answers.

Tages

Performance tests are given in Block I lessons. These are short
quizzes that test soldiers immediately after they have studied a skill.
Some of the performance tests are recorded on tape and the scripts for these

are contained in the instructor's texts.

Pl

Supplementary Materials Eg;ﬁ

R

No supplementary materials are included in the sei of curriculum 2;;%

materials provided to the posts. Some recommended supplementary materials ?f;,
such as Training Extension Course (TEC) tapes and films, are usually EEEE
accessible to teachers. The CMP states that teachers may use teaching aids, ::lﬁ
if they are deemed helpful to the student. The i]lustrétions in the student i;?
texts are expected to supply the necessary visual image of the subject igi
discussed. - ::5

The CMP suggests that the Block I lessons not required for instruction
may be used as additional materials. Films listed in the Department of the
Army pamphlet 350-100 are also recommended for use during the course. In

addition, the Fort Jackson Rifle Marksmanship tapes are suggested for

inclusion,




programs,

Chapter 4, Program Characteristics

This chapter presents the major features of the eight Pre-BT ESL

These features include the administration of the course at each

of the posts, how the curriculum is used, the teaching methods that are

employed, how students are identified and placed in the programs, and the

I military context.
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Sources for the data in this chapter are:

more than 20 site visits to the eight TRADOC
installations,

interviews with administrators, teachers,
counselors, and test administrators,

interviews with more than 300 students and
approximately 200 military personnel,

multiple observations of more than 25 Pre-BT
ESL classes, and

questionnaires completed by 31 teachers.

Volume Two of AIR's report on the previous BSEP I/ESL Course (Holland,
et al., Volume Two, 1982) presented a detailed description of the
educational and military context at seven of the eight posts. While the ESL
curriculum has changed, much of the context has not. The overall picture of
the BSEP I/ESL educational and military setting presented in that volume is

still relevant.

During the observations at each of the posts, the one feature that

stands out as common to all is the desire on the part of the education and
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s
A military personnel to help soldiers learn English, Those individuals ﬁgﬁ}f
- s
f closely involved with the ESL programs are intent upon improving the jyﬁt;
.‘ v ‘_ .
soldiers' English ability and teaching BT information., They are dedicated, y
. AL
] . (S
:_ hard working, and concerned about the students' welfare. i:l:;
L. s
. oo
' . )
N Curriculum e

One of the major goals in the development of the Pre-BT ESL Course was

to present a common curriculum with a strong military content at all TRADOC

installations where ESL is taught. Despite variations among the -

N S
2 installations, this goal has been partially achieved. In contrast to the Piw
“ N
."-- y
} absolute differences in curricula found under the previous ESL program, all 3
> S
& posts are using the DLI Pre-BT ESL Course as the major portion of their e*.dc
NS
-~ .'“\"_‘\.
:: curriculum. RN
N '_‘r?}:‘
N o
e, o
- Most of the posts are teaching all of the lessons assigned in the CMP, L
-, .l.“' n;'.'
N At a few posts, however, some teachers are not presenting all of the eight .:ﬁ:;
- e
. Block I lessons because of student placement problems or because of slow AL
\ o
students who need more time. According to the CMP, 8 of the 21 Block I f*"
; : : R
= lessons are to be taught during the first two weeks of the course. During ;::5:
i the remaining four weeks, all of the Block II lessons are to be taught. As ::1;
9 DAY
1 noted earlier, DLIELC selected the eight Block I lessons for instruction »
" TN
. because they are critical to a soldier's preparation for BT. When time gqg:
~"a -_':-\":\
- permits, teachers are encouraged to use the other Block I lessons as :}:}=
" RO
supplementary material. Forts Bliss, Benning, Dix, and Jackson have all 21 o
P T2
X lessons. They are regularly used as supplementary material only at Fort N
A RO
N Bliss, however, where they are assigned for homework. When AIR researchers AN
* \".
5 inquired whether they used the additional Block I lessons at the other ?"‘f
\'v -, " o
-Q 28
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posts, some of the teachers did not know that the additional lessons existed

and said that they were not available at their posts.

Several posts are not using the three NBC lessons in Block I1I. These
are currently being revised by DLIELC. Teachers at these posts sometimes
present some of the material in these lessons, without using the actual
lesson books, because they believe the information is important and may
appear on the Block Il Achievement Test. Some teachers expressed concern to
AIR researchers about students being tested on NBC information without any
relevant instruction. During interviews, several teachers and students
complained that some of the exercise tapes that accompany the lesson books
were very difficu]f to understand. Instead of using the exercise tapes,

these teachers orally present the taped material to the students.

Before the course was implemented, some DLIELC and ACES staff expressed
the opinion that six weeks was not enough time to cover the designated
lessons. Teachers indicated that the sufficiency of time varied with the
kinds of students they had in class. When a class was composed largely of
students who worked at a slow pace, or who had a relatively weak background
in English, they needed more time to complete all of the lessons, sometimes
more than six weeks. A few teachers said they were able to complete all of
the materials in four weeks, when they had a group of students who learned

quickly. Overall, six weeks is sufficient for most classes.

At all of the posts except Forts Sill and Knox, teachers often
supplemented the course materials with visits to the language lab. At Fort
Dix, where students have seven hours of ESL class daily rather than the

usual six at other posts, one hour is spent at the language lab using DLIELC
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. American Language Course materials. Students at Forts Leonard Wood, Dix, jtﬁyi'
; R0
and Jackson also used the PLATO instructional system for supplemental work P
., ‘, ‘
s in English grammar. TEC tapes are available at all of the posts and are f;,,l
o,
T
+ used by many of the teachers except at Fort Sill. The CMP suggests ;E'f*f
N > A
. appropriate places in the curriculum where the TEC tapes can be used. ?ﬁ;
» lA - .
. . RN
Administration s
; i:-::-:\.
d ‘_'.'\:‘..'
X For the most part, the ESL programs at the individual posts seem to be N
' S
administered effectively. All of the BSEP coordinators have studied the CMP ;;' »
it
and are well informed about the procedures for implementing the course. e
-:":.:1
However, there are a few areas in which useful improvements can be made; ;titj
these are discussed in this chapter. %;;f‘
3 Administrators at each of the installations appear to share a common -
b view of the goals of the course. During the first year of operation, o
“ l'.-
y frequent communication from TRADOC and the initial implementation activities :jlﬁt
’ N
) conducted by DLIELC helped the administrators to focus on the objectives for }E:i:'
', “ RSN
the course. Continual monitoring is important to maintain this focus B
- N qv‘_‘ -
, LAY
: because of the frequent turnover of institutional contractors and teachers. -ﬁfxi
. TN
. . e
’ In recent months, monitoring activities--conducted by phone or written 5*=,:
] T

communication--have decreased. Qccasional TRADOC site visits would be a

: major step in improving communication and monitoring capabilities. ;: .
At the time of our visits, all of the ESL programs except for the ones RN
s
at Forts Bliss and Jackson were administered by an institutional contractor. i
ey
\ Probably because contractors change frequently, they tend to focus their ;;ii-
" LIS
X attention on administrative concerns rather than on staff development and AR
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supervision, on teaching methods, and on curriculum questions. Because the géﬁa

Pre-BT Course is .ighly structured, it may be assumed by the administration y _::

that there is 1i-tle need for supervision of teachers. Sj:§£

e

Fort Jackson is one of the posts where administrative concerns and géég%

staff supervision have been dealt with most effectively. The BSEP I ;;;;

Coordinator holds teachers' meetings, discusses teaching methods, visits Zf;i;

classes frequently, and is knowledgable abcut the content of the iggéj

curriculum. There are no formal teachers' meetings at any of the other ;3%;

posts. Fort Dix has occasional teachers: meetings, but their purpose is to SEéE

‘ review changes in post policies or to discuss matters that may arise ;Egé
suddenly, such as a problem with an individual student. Although there are ;:Jf

no formal teachers' meetings at most of the posts, teachers talk informally gg}é

in the teachers' room or between classes. They share materials, such as zziff

grammar dittos or military charts, and exchange information about students. ;:%?

Despite the lack of formal teachers' meetings, some communication on Efazi

teaching methods or program philosophy does take place at all of the posts. ’iflé

Pl
R
#

!"J‘

The BSEP I coordirators at Forts Sill and Leonard Wood said that they
were told by DLIELC neither to modify the material in any way nor to

supplement the course with anything except DLIELC materials. Both

coordinators--particularly the one at Fort Sill--expressed concern that the C}ﬁi
new course be taught as it is directed in the CMP. Although the Fort Sill ;’EQS
contract administrator has his office in a different building, he (o |
Al

nevertheless visits the ESL classes frequently and keeps close watch on what Eﬁfw
1\':-\.‘_‘

is being taught and how it is being taught. N
RN

.’\.'. K
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In actual practice, all of the posts, except for Fort Sill, tend to
have a somewhat flexible policy on how the Pre-BT lessons are taught and
what material can be used to supplement the lessons. Beyond the requirement
to teach the critical lessons in the course, teachers are given some

latitude in what they teach and the way they teach it,

One of the results of the high teacher turnover and the changes in
contractors has been that not all teachers have a copy of the current CMP,
As previously noted, the plan explains the goals of the Pre-BT ESL Course
and the content of the lessons, presents all of the fanguage forms that are
introduced in each lesson, and describes the target and non-target
populations. 1In addition, there is a supplementary manual explaining how to
teach the drills and exercises and interpret the lesson directions. Only
about three quarters of the teachers have the CMP and about two-thirds have
the manual on drills and exercises. This lack of materials seemed to be

most prevalent among the new teachers.

Pragram Size

~

One characteristic in which there is a great deal of variation is
program size. ESL programs vary in size from installations with one class
and usually no more than half a dozen students (i.e., Fort McClellan) to
installments with as many as four or five classes and more than a dozen
students per class. Because ESL enrollment is never a constant and is
characterized by fairly regular highs and lows throughout the year, even the
larger programs may sometimes be down to three classes. Information in some

of the following sections will show that program size is an important
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, characteristic because it affects several other characteristics such as the
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placement of new students in the course, the method of presenting the

|
(5.4

materials, and even the amount of study time that is available to students
in the barracks. Forts Benning, Dix, Jackson, Knox, and Sill have larger
programs, usually more than three classes. Enrollment at Fort Leonard Wood
usually supports two classes, and enrollment at Fort Bliss supports one

class or sometimes two smaller classes.
Teachers

Most of the data in this section are obtained from questionnaires
completed by all ESL instructors (N=31) at the posts during September and
October 1983.

Teachers at all of the posts enjoy teaching in the Army ESL programs,

Although most have taught in public schools before teaching the Pre-BT

Course, they prefer working with these students who seem to appreciate their ;';
efforts to teach them English. i:.
A1l but one of the teachers are graduates of four-year colleges with BA 3?;5
Ry
or BS degrees. About one-third of the teachers have master's degrees. Half Z}j:ﬁ
:\(._f
of the teachers earned their undergraduate degrees in fields related to Nt
education; none has a degree in teaching ESL. tﬁﬂ}
.- \n. \nl
A1l of the ESL teachers are experienced teachers who have taught three ;}fE
or more years. Three-quarters of them have been teaching for six or more ;::!
O
years. However, most of their experience has been gained teaching subjects ;C:{j
e
other than ESL outside the military. The majority of the teachers are :I;;g
ILYAS
X
relatively new to ESL instruction, having gained their ESL experience f§§§
33 R
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teaching in Army programs. A strong core of teachers, about one-third, have

been teaching for more than three years in Army ESL programs, but

.

="
-
7.

one-quarter of the teachers have taught ESL for less than a year. P

Although the teachers took part in training programs and in-service -
L

Z RO

programs for their teaching positions outside the military, very few et

e 2]
-

received tréining to teach ESL during their non-military or Army experience.

]
s

.- Because of the high teacher turnover rate, only about one-half of the -
2 s
W current teachers participated in the Pre-BT ESL teacher training presented .
: by DLIELC when the course was first implemented. ?3;5
: ol
<. AT
« DA
1 Since the initial DLIELC implementation, no training sessions have been e
. L
o conducted for new teachers by the contractors at the installations. ey
&
3 Usually, the BSEP coordinator or other teachers present new teachers with a .
&
;? copy of the CMP and review the procedures with the new teachers. A common
A practice at all of the posts is to have a new teacher sit in on the classes
& of an experienced teacher to observe how the course is to be taught.
N
. Course Placement "
'; There is some variation in the way that students are placed in classes }iﬁi
. T
at each of the posts. The size of the program seems to be the determining Tt
. =
N factor in whether students enter classes daily or whether they begin weekly. Eﬁ%ﬁ
. NN
. At installations with larger programs and special BSEP or ESL companies, :}\“
> A
* such as Forts Benning, Dix, Knox, and Sill, classes begin on one set day of ;;1.
: the week and students graduate from the program six weeks from the day of ﬁ;ﬁ:
() .:_:\:_\
:: entry. At Fort Jackson, and occasionally at the other posts, new students }Si:
&, -._.\:".
may enter a class on any day during the first week. At Forts Bliss, 351:
. -
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McClellan, and Leonard Wood, where the enrollment is lower than at the other
posts, students can begin the program on any day of the week and end the

program six weeks from the day of entry.

Before 1983, when ESL enrollments were higher, some installations were

able to provide a separate class for each week's enrollments or attempt to
separate students accordiﬁg to ability levels. For example, when Fort Dix
had higher enroliments, they maintained six ESL teachers at all times. All
students who enrolled during one week were kept together throughout the
program, and students studied the lessons according to the sequence outlined
in the CMP. Now that enrollments are lower, these posts have had to alter

their systems for placing new students in classes.

Several different systems are being used for placing new students in
classes. At all posts, however, entering students are placed in classes
with students who had entered the program during previous weeks. This means
that at some posts, a class might have students who are in their first week

of ESL instruction combined with those who are in their sixth week. Even

more important, new students sometimes start their instruction at some point -E
in Block II, receiving the Block I lessons at the end of their six weeks. _Jiii

rY

Only at Fort Bliss, where the entire course has been placed on tape, do all

g
XX, O

new students start the course with Block I, Lesson I.

RS
s '..l’ /

/%

Although some Block Il lessons are more difficult than others,

Y 4

according to DLIELC, Block II lessons do not have to be taught in a fixed

sequence. The instructional sequence is important for Block I lessons; they

Y

progress in difficulty and introduce a structured sequence of language

forms, many of which are prerequisites for Block Il lessons. Most teachers
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feel that teaching and learning are often more difficult when students do
not start their instruction at the beginning of the course, but it is
particularly difficult when students start in Block II. When students enter
the course in Block II, some teachers have them work individually with one

or two Block [ lessons to ease them into the course,

Some of the course placement systems being used are less disruptive
than others, Forts Benning and Dix have developed systems in which students
always begin instruction in Block I, though they may not necessarily start

at the beginning of Block I.

The Fort Benning system requires a minimum of three teachers., Each
teacher's class is open for new students for two consecutive weeks and then
is closed for four weeks during which the remaining two teachers receive the
new students. The teacher starts with Block I, Lesson I in the first “open"
week and students just entering the course will receive instruction in all
lessons in the designated sequence., Students entering the course in the
teacher's second open week begin in the middle of Block I and receive the
first week of Block 1 after they complete Block II. At this point, the

teacher has cycled back to her first open week.

Fort Dix uses a minimum of three teachers for its system, but it can be
set up with two teachers if the enrollment is not too large. Only one
instructor teaches Block I Tessons in two week cycles; all students begin
the course in this teacher's class., A student who enters the course at the
beginning of the cycle starts with Block I, Lesson I; a student who enters
the course in the second week of the cycle starts in the middle of Block I

and receives the first part of Block I the following week., After a student
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completes two weeks in the Block I class, he moves to a Block Il teacher's
class. Block II teachers teach the Block 11 lessons in four week cycles;

students enter this cycle weekly, at various points.

ihe advantage of the Fort Dix system is that students study all of
Block I before being instructed in Block II. The disadvantages are that
most students do not receive the Block II lessons in sequence and that
sometimes third week students, just entering Block II, will be combined with
sixth week students. The advantages of the Fort Benning system are that
half of the students receive all Block I and II lessons in sequence and that
it easily accommodates more teachers by assigning some only one open week if
enroliment increases. The serious disadvantage is that half the students

receive the first week of the course in their last week.

At most of the other installations, students begin the course with
whatever lesson the class that they enter is stucying. At posts with very
small ESL enroliments and one or sometimes two teachers, like Forts
McClellan or Leonard Wood, this is inevitable. However, at other posts with
larger ESL programs and more classes, new students are placed in class on
the principle of maintaining all classes at about the same number of

students. The Forts Benning and Dix systems represent much better

alternatives.

Presentation of the Course

AIR researchers observed all of the teachers presenting the ESL course
material. They noticed many similarities in the presentations, and some

variations. This section will discuss the quality of teaching and the use
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of ESL techniques, the method of presenting program material to the

students, the use of teaching aids, and the inclusion of additional military

information,

As mentioned in Chapter 3, the DLIELC materials follow the aural/oral
approach (i.e., pattern practice, with considerable drill and repetition).
Most teachers tended not to deviate from this approach, partly because of
their concern with teaching the program as they were directed, and probably
partly because of their lack of experience with ESL instruction and
methodology. When teachers did deviate, often it was to do such things as
conduct a repetition drill as a writing assignment or, rather than use the
tape for a performance test, ask the questions themselves. Many teachers
regularly held conversation periods as a way of giving students more
practice in speaking English. However, many of the conversation periods we
observed provided neither sufficient practice speaking nor adequate group
involvement. Some teachers tended to do more of the talking than was
necessary, and there was some tendency for the more competent English
speakers to speak more often and for the less competent speakers to avoid
participating in the conversations. Many teachers needed training in how to
génerate conversation, to develop a theme, to model and use new phrases in
an appropriate context, and then to help students use the phrases in their

own sentences, while keeping the pace lively,

There were other kinds of variations in the presentation of the
program. Fort Bliss, which usually has only one ESL class, put all of the
lessons in the Pre-BT Course on cassette tapes so all new students could

begin the course with Block I, Lesson I. Students completed all of the
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activities in the lessons while sitting in individual carrels using NS
headphones. The teacher reviewed the students' work with them and corrected E}E?f}
their assignments in face to face sessions which occurred daily, or more ﬁ;ﬁ%.a
) frequently if class size was small enough to permit this. At Fort Leonard ?;Eﬁ;s
Wood, when a teacher had several students who had different abilities in . 22 ?
speaking and understanding English, she assigned the students to work Eé?le
individually on different lessons. Instead of conducting oral drills and ig%iﬁ
exercises with the students, she assigned them to perform the lessons as if ;i;iji
they were written assignments. In the Fort Bliss example, students get some &?T-

practice speaking English during the daily review sessions when they discuss
the material with the teacher and repeat and explain items. In the Fort
Leonard Wood example, students had minimal oral practice--little opportunity

to listen to English being spoken--and even less practice with speaking.

At Fort Sill, teachers reported they were told to teach the same
lessons again as reinforcement if they completed instruction on all of the
designated lessons in less than six weeks. The rationale for this policy is

the BSEP coordinators' belief that teachers should stick to the DLIELC

lessons.

Although the CMP states that teaching aids can be used if desired, no
recommendations are made for ways that these aids can be used. Some
teaching aids are used as part of the instruction at all posts; however,

some posts make more extensive use of aids than others, Fort Dix shows the

strongest use of military teaching aids, partly because Ft. Dix teachers had o

developed their own ESL program with a strong military emphasis before the

implementation of the Pre-BT ESL Course. Fort Dix teachers now use such
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aids as a six-foot model M16Al rifle with movable parts, Claymore mines,

protective masks, hand grenades, and NBC markers to demonstrate what is

presented in the new Pre-BT program. One teacher had the students conduct a
demonstration for the rest of the class on how to set up a Claymore mine.
Another teacher permitted the students to take apart the M16Al rifle. A
third teacher had students perform first aid on each other. In most of
these cases, there was some practice uéing English., But many students
E tended to demonstrate the actions silently, whereas it would have been
preferable for them to ve}balize what they were doing while they were
demonstrating the processes. However, students were able to see and work
E with the equipment being discussed in the lessons, a technique which

| maintains interest and helps learning.

At Fort McClellan, a sergeant comes to class to demonstrate how to

i disassemble and assemble the M16Al, and sometimes the teacher takes the e

. ;.v ’- - J -

§ class out to the field to observe training. At some posts where teachers :{;:ﬁ:

; ’ Ay
: had a limited range of training aids (e.g., only a wall chart of military };ﬁ
\ o .,\
. . . . Sy

insignias or only a model M16Al and a hand grenade) or had to share an aid B

R

with several classes, they said that they were unable to obtain more. {{t;{J

. . e

. Besides military training aids, teachers at all posts used the SMART book, ﬂ*\j\j

AN

i TEC tapes, military charts, and military magazines to varying degrees. L;f '

: :::}\.:::‘

' . '.ﬂ‘:

' The ESL company at Fort Dix arranged for the teachers to visit the :;_¢:4

A i

. i

N firing range and to observe other aspects of BT training. The teachers at . ;xgjéd

) . . . ...

, Forts Jackson and Knox had several meetings with drill sergeants at which 3

’ ~ : ’

; they received background information. These teachers were enthusiastic Y

? ~ _‘-.‘ﬂ:

R A N

: about receiving this help and said it gave them confidence to teach the Qéﬁjﬁ
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military information in the texts and it also enabled them to answer

'l {"l'

students' questions.

b AN W LM A
7.7
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Teachers at some posts have added more military information to the o

’
,

course because of differences in BT training at their installations or the S

teachers' military knowledge as a result of military service. For example,

A O

SN

at Fort Knox some teachers also cover the 45 caliber pistol--since the M16Al g

is less important for tank crews--as well as some map reading and terrain

features. o

S RS

% Selection Procedures
2. RN
.'& . . . |'~. [
! The procedures that an Education Center uses for identifying eligible .
~
'-" Yy
~ soldiers for BSEP ESL are partially determined by the installation's jti?
. s
o . P . . "- "-
- inprocessing system for new recruits and whether or not there is a separate AN
._’b fl *
i BSEP or ESL company. For example, at installations that have central \_L
- .’:\‘.x
- reception stations like Forts Bliss, Benning, Dix, Knox, and Sill, potential }:ﬁ;
O Sl
o o
o ESL students are identified by Education Center staff at the reception Eﬁ;l
. AR
! stations. ra
", AN
A i
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;; Several methods are usually used for preliminary identification. j};t}
;“ .‘:\."\
;' Soldiers who score below 19 on the SelectABLE are interviewed by an T
« vl
'-- 3 - . . . ) --~ ‘-
. Education Center counselor to determine if they are non-native English el
RIASA
- speakers. In addition, soldiers may be interviewed by a test administrator ;:?:
A KX
A . s . WY
. from the Education Center or by military personnel responsiblie for :“
o b
5. inprocessing to identify those who have difficulty speaking English, ;}ﬁf,
“ ' g
" Education Center staff also review the 1ist of incoming soldiers for 5?}:
- AR
<. oA
;i Hispanic names. Those who are identified in this initial process are then A
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either given the ECLT at the reception center by a test administrator or are el
A

NS *u

sent to the Education Center for testing. Soldiers who score below 70 on Qﬁ:ﬁ:
T A4

the ECLT are transferred to the BSEP or ESL company and enrolled in the ESL 5;1,.
R

program, ;?;f
gy

Fort Jackson does not have a reception station or BSEP Company. New ?ﬁ 3

ERR
recruits are assigned to training units upon arrival at the post, and l;ij .

O
s

inprocessing takes place in the unit. The BSEP I coordinator calls the
units that are filling and reminds the commander to send soldiers who appear

to speak English as a second language to the Education Center for ECLT

testing. Fort Leonard Wood conducts limited inprocessing at the reception
station and, like Fort Jackson, does not have a BSEP or ESL company. Also,
as at Fort Jackson, potential ESL students aré identified by military iltkﬁ
personnel in the training units and referred to the Education Center for

ECLT testing.

The review of names, interviewing, and testing at the reception

P A NS
PRERERR (S

stations serve to identify most of the soldiers who are in need of ESL

training., However, a few of the BSEP I coordinators believe that perhaps up fxiﬁ
A
e

to one-fifth of the eligible soldiers are not being identified at the PN

reception station. In these cases, identification takes place once a e

soldier is assigned to a unit and is taking BT.
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There are also cases in which students are eligible for ESL but do not :;.
i
enroll in the program. The largest number of non-enrollments occur among o
s RSRR
N National Guard because they have the option to not enroll in ESL and their -:;::
- 'A.".\
PO
N participation must be approved by the National Guard representative. Some ::::;
)
- eligible soldiers, particularly at Forts Jackson and Leonard Wood where they :G.
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are already placed in training units, are not sent to the ESL program ’:Aﬂ
. Aty
because of the commanders' decisions. At these posts, the final f,i;
[ S
determination whether or not a soldier enrolls in ESL is made by the unit ::;:g
A -
: commander. AN
Y . o
Military Context Tl
k.
:( :,‘
. (A
, There are two procedures for housing soldiers during the ESL cycle: in T
K \‘
a special BSEP or ESL Company and in a regular training unit. All posts, el
R
except Forts Jackson, McClellan, and Leonard Wood, house soldiers in special
A
S units during the ESL cycle and then transfer them to regular units when they
: complete ESL. Fort Dix has a special ESL company. After soldiers complete ..
- the ESL course, they remain with the ESL company for a seventh week and g
; receive a few days of additional instruction in some BT activities, such as }i
E disassembling and assembling the M16Al, inspection of arms, and first aid i
s practice. In the other BSEP companies, students usually only receive ?;;:
> e \"-":
;. practice in PT and in drill and ceremonies. B
’ At
¥ ' N
The military and educational policies in these special companies vary g"‘
from post to post. Some, such as Fort Bliss, are strongly oriented toward éﬁ&:
A
Ll .‘\
supporting BSEP instruction. The unit policy is to ensure that students t*{:\
\-(\‘.\
receive BSEP instruction and arrive at classes on time. Students have daily ?’tﬁ
scheduled study periods, and no details or fire guard. At other posts, the fﬂﬂ?
T :
policy is less supportive of BSEP instruction. There are no scheduled study k%’(:
periods and students regularly have details and fire quard. At one E;;;
ROLN
installation, students said they were kept so busy with details that they ﬁ:j}
-‘:\"-:
never had time for study and sometimes were working late on the night before {ff:
)
- .l
they took their exit ECLT and Block II Achievement Test. When interviewed \igg;
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by an AIR researcher, military personnel in charge of this BSEP company
explained that the BSEP company was responsible for a number of details and,

when BSEP enrolliment was down, there were fewer soldiers to handle these

details.

At Forts Jackson and Leonard Wood, where soldiers are identified for

ESL in the training unit, they remain in their unit until they complete the

ESL Course. They are then reassigned to a new training company to begin BT.
While in their first training unit, students usually participate minimally
in BT activities. They learn to square away the barracks, have PT, and may,
on weekends, participate in BT reinforcement training with the other
trainees, Students say that they usually have sufficient time to study ESL
lessons in the evenings and that they sometimes ask other soldiers in their
barracks to show them how to use some of the equipment presented in the

Pre-BT Course. However, a few soldiers said that they were kept very busy

in the evenings with details.

There appear to be advantages and disadvantages to both housing

N
40 /'t'.

AP FCRY 4 e ow

systems. From the standpoint of language learning, the major disadvantage

to housing BSEP ESL students together in special units is that, once out of

[ ".",."r.rT
S .'."-"-..1

.
..~.,.'l'{

the ESL classroom, they usually speak their native languages. During IET

P L.
$n
.

b

follow-up interviews, these soldiers said that they acquired the foundations
for English in the ESL Course but that it was not until they were in a
regular training unit that they practiced using English in natural
situations. When students are housed in regular training units while in the

ESL Course, they have more opportunities to practice English with
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This provides immediate reinforcement for the

English-speaking soldiers.
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English that they learn in classes.
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Chapter 5. Program Qutcomes

The general purpose of the Pre-BT ESL Course is to improve the
students' trainability. For ESL soldiers, improved trainability can be a
function of a number of factors (e.g., increased se]ffconfidence, increased
proficiency in English, and more knowledge about specific Army tasks). To
determine whether the program seems to be achieving its purpose, we employed
a variety of assessment measures including interviews, questionnaires,
performance ratings, tests, and BT'attrition data. The data from interviews
and questionnaires are presented in Chapters 4, 6, 7, and 8. Performance
rating data and BT attrition data are presented in Chapter 6. The results
of the measures described in this chapter are:

e language improvement as measured by ECLT
gains and

® success in the course as measured by Block II
Achievement Test scores.

In addition, outcomes from the Pre-BT Course will be compared with outcomes
from earlier Army ESL programs using data from AIR'S previous ESL report

(Holland, et al., 1982, Volume One).

Many of the analyses of Pre-BT Course data have different sample sizes
as a result of data insufficiencies. For example, analyses using ECLT
scores are usually larger than analyses of Block Il Achievement Test scores

because some sites did not begin to administer the Block Il Achievement Test
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; until 1983. The policy in this report is to present the largest sample size ﬁiﬁs

\ N2

;' available rather than reduce all analyses to a common smaller sample size. ;ixﬁ
b

. . LA

Summary of Findings 0%

N

'.‘1“:\.'

Outcomes from the Pre-BT ESL Course are as good or better than :5¥5

anticipated by DLIELC. The mean ECLT course gain of 15.0--2.5 points per ﬁ:iﬂ

. Y

3 -— 3 i :\::w.::

f week--compares very favorably with ECLT gains from other Army ESL programs. RN

Target population students (entry ECLT 50-69) leave the course with a mean ;ESE

g ECLT of 68.7 and do relatively well on the Block II Achievement Test, 69% !;;35

) scoring 80 or higher. However, students in the lower end of the target }ﬁ:}

- range (entry ECLT 50-54) do not do quite as well as students with higher §;$ﬁ

. entry ECLT scores: only 56% scoring 80 or higher on the Block II test, and gagg
. P

N

- their mean exit ECLT was 63.5. ::-Z;::f

: o

- "A...‘

- English language skills of ESL recruits appear to have improved. Fém.

Current students enter the program with a higher mean ECLT (43.5) than EZ;S

r":-::

students in the previous ESL programs (ECLT approximately 38). Despite this :E:x

O

increased language proficiency, more than half of the students entering the E’rv

A

. course are still below the target ECLT range and only 27% of the total iiit

- o

= population leave the program with ECLT scores of 70 or more. jfﬂQ

. ‘.-".:.

y Students in the non-target population perform worse on the Block II RN

o '-::'

Y Achievement Test than students in the target population. Only one-third of S

| the non-target population score 80 or higher on the Block II Achievement A

e

’ Test; they leave the course with a mean exit ECLT of 51.2. Exit ECLT scores ~i$¢

‘ . f-.'a::‘

y for the entire population show a correlation with Block II Achievement Test jifq

” RN

. scores (r = .70). :f,f'?:
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ECLT Data

Comparison With Other Programs

The Army's primary measure of English language performance is the ECLT
(Rosenbaum, Hahn, and Holland, 1983). Data on language improvement from the
; Pre-BT ESL Course is based on students' pre- and post-ECLT scores during
FY83 and 84, From eight installations, a sample of 1834 cases were obtained
representing the majority of the BSEP I/ESL enrollments in FY83 and 84. The
§ mean ECLT gain for the 1834 students is 14.6.

_ To compare Pre-BT ESL Course gains with gains from other Army ESL
programs,'students who entered the course with ECLT scores of 70 or more
were excluded. The adjusted sample (N=1762) achieved an ECLT gain of 15.0
points or 2.5 points per week. Students enter the program with a mean entry
ECLT score of 43.5 and leave with a mean of 58.5. Overall gains in the
Pre-BT ESL Course compare favorably with gains from the previous BSEP I/ESL
program (2.0 points per week) and other Army ESL programs (see Table 5-1)3

All program gains exceed the ECLT gain of 0.5 points per week demonstrated

IR

by control students who entered the Army with the six-month DLIELC group and

%
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Pl

were retested nine months later,

0 ol O

AR
SATCRON
SNt

L AN
e [

(A A

S5

e

..
A Y
o

49

Lo

. W,
3

..........................

2
b,
[N

'\.-..1
et
A

P LA
PN
RARNARS

"

\v/\

~i'¢’/¢

A F“.’ VOV
FALP A

L A4

,‘......
P -'.-' v o
By,

R
'y ‘~,'- ‘;."‘."'-

.
- l'L’A‘ NN

e

NS

RPN

o

£ r
i e
L ;A

:::‘;:j. -

2
Seegy)

TAS
7
.':a':‘\

i

(4

o b Y
r
- .- ‘.

[

"1 LA

R Y P REARAX R A AT
YA LG ', 1 5 -
R ux.t.f.ll o,

»
-

l.‘l.‘ I~ ;.l 'I
'. A‘l._.l".l--s

’

A

Y
o

.'
2

* .
[N
.

o
ool



s
.l.l
DAY
ey
AL

»
g
a

{sr"f‘.f ~|

' ’ L

2 A
LAY

sn’f
S

Table 5-1

ECLT Gains in Different ESL Programs N

x
o
[4
R

%
L
N

Average
program
Points/week point gain

4
% %
AR

' Program

-

»

«r ]
. F’{A{
.'1".. ‘A

p 6 month DLIELC 185 1.3 * 31

"
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~

3 month DLIELC 148 1.9 23
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4. previous 6 week 2824 2.0 12

i

new Pre-BT 6 week 1762 2.5 15
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9 month control 50 0.5 18
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* Underestimate due to test ceiling effect.
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Entry ECLT Scores Have Risen

One of the concerns expressed during the development of the Pre-BT ESL

Sl bl “-’\\'-’

- Course was that only about one-fourth of the students who were then in the

AONA

ESL program fell within the target ECLT range. Our data suggest that the

English language skills of ESL recruits have improved because current ESL

/S .

o d
o
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students enter the Army with greater proficiency in English than those in

LN
RN

4
2 5'4._ R

the previous program. The mean adjusted entry ECLT score for the Pre-8T

Course is about 44, the mean entry ECLT score for soldiers in the previous

Syl

BSEP I/ESL program is about 38 (see Table 5-2).
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Table 5-2
Mean Entry ECLT Scores Between FY79-84

Fiscal year Mean entry ECLT N*
1979 37.8 903
1980 37.8 1097
1981 38.6 824
1983 43.0 1160
1984 44.6 580

* Sample sizes reflect the majority of enrolliments during these
fiscal years. FY79-81 data are based on TRADOC data tapes
supplied to AIR. Data for FY83 and 84 were obtained by AIR
from sites. Data were not available for FY82.

During 1983, staff received reports from education centers that
enroliments were down. One factor related to the drop in enrollment is the
increase in the entry ECLT scores. Table 5-3 shows that the increase in the
mean entry ECLT score is accounted for by the decrease in the percent of
student population at the lower ECLT ranges (0-29, 30-39). Before FY83, 34%
of the students entered the program in the 0-29 ECLT range; now only 18% of
the entering students are in the 0-29 range. We assume that the upward
shift in ECLT scores continues above 69 and that a greater proportion of the
Army's non-native English speaking population are not eligible for BSEP ESL.
However, even with the improvement in English proficiency, more than half of

the ESL students still enter the program with ECLT scores below the target

ECLT range.
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)
' Distribution of Entry ECLT Scores Between FY79-84 NN
\ " $)
AN
) L
ot Entry ECLT scores NN
o ‘:::'\r
o Total RS2
Fiscal year 0-29 30-39 40-49 50-59 60-69 N o
e
RN
1979-80 ¢y 258 17% 12%  12% 1847 ROy
. _,::f.
1981 34% 25% 15% 13% 13% 1034 RS
g 1983 19 24% 18% 20% 19% 1160 P
> 1984 17%  18%  20%  23%  22% 580 e
- N
- Nt
o En v
IN*."
: Entry and Exit ECLT Scores for Pre-BT ESL Program ::{;a
: RO
. ) . At
:- Target population students (N=733) enter the program with a mean ECLT E:?f
of 59.4 and leave the program with a mean score of 68.7. Non-target 5;}}j
3 =y
. population students (N=1029) enter the program with a mean ECLT of 32.1 and 23:§,
* PORNCY
: leave with a mean score of 51.2. The larger ECLT gains made by the ;2:2
£
v non-target population are probably due to the regression effect which will . EESE
hv R c’..f_\ -
N be discussed in the next section, RS
N RS
N PR
The distribution of students' entry and exit scores by ECLT ranges is .
z presented in Table 5-4. More than half of the students enter the program 3
'z with ECLT scores below 50. Twenty-seven percent leave the program with ECLT ::
. .
scores of 70 or higher, 53% exit with ECLT scores of 60 or higher.
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Table 5-4

Distribution of Entry/Exit ECLT Scores
by ECLT Ranges (FY83 and 84)

ECLT ranges

!i Total
a4 Test ' 0-29  30-39 40-49 50-59 60-69 >69 N
N

?ﬁ Entry ECLT 18% 22% 18% 21% 21% -- 1762
' Exit ECLT 3% 9% 15% 20% 26% 27% 1762
?‘\

Another way of examining the language gains soldiers achieved during

the program is to ask, What are the mean exit ECLT scores for soldiers who

SRRSO

enter at the various ECLT ranges? Table 5-5 shows that only soldiers

i: entering the program with ECLT scores at 60 or higher are likely to exit .
a ‘ above 70. oD
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Table 5-5
Mean Exit ECLT Scores by Entry ECLT Range

R s s W VY 5 T8 RSN T V. T

..~ -x
RSN
Entry ECLT Mean % of o
range exit ECLT population n INIa
A.,\'
.___'1
3
0-29 44.0 18% 314 -
30-39 51.0 22% 389 o
| 40-49 58.4 18% 326 SN
A 50-54 63.6 10% 182 o
~ o
FAANAS
. 55-59 66 .9 11% 186 N
.: \-";-":\
3 60-64 70.5 11% 186 sl
-
! 65-69 73.8 10% 179 B
N ;:::‘:‘f.'
N S
Questions about the distribution and meaning of ECLT scores in the gﬁg?

‘,‘
!

ST A NN

range between 50 and 70 have been central issues in ESL policy for several

Vo

P AL S

years. "Is 50 or 55 an appropriate minimal ECLT for the Pre-BT Course?"

®
LR

PN

v."s"n.

"How many ESL soldiers enter the Army with ECLT scores below 55?" "What is

a sufficient level of English for BT instruction--55, 60, 65 or 70 ECLT?"
Table 5-5 shows that soldiers entering the program at the bottom of the

target range (50-54 ECLT) fall several points short of the program goal of 2551?
70 and that 68% of the total population enter the program with ECLT scores ‘Eg:'
below 55. BT attrition data and serge;nts' performance rating data relevant ?iSij

to the meanings of these scores are reviewed in Chapter 6.
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Pre-BT Language Gains

Computed language gains, as measured by the ECLT, seem to differ across
entry ECLT ‘ranges. As shown in Table 5-6, students in the lower entry

ranges make greater ECLT gains than do those in the higher entry ranges.

Table 5-6 -

Mean ECLT Gains by Entry ECLT Range

Entry ECLT range Mean ECLT gain n
0-29 27.1 314
30-39 16.9 389
40-49 14.1 326
50-59 10.8 368
60-69 7.7 365

F (4,1757) = 113.3

P <.0001

The distribution of high gains on the low entry ranges and low gains on
the high entry ranges raises the question of whether these differences are
real or due to the effect of regression toward the mean. The regression
effect refers to the fact that on any test, the very low scores are likely
to be underestimates of the average true score while very high scores
overestimate, on the average, the true score. On any re-test, with or
without an intervening treatment, these groups will earn scores that are

“regressed" toward the true score, e.g., the Towest group will show "gains"

while the highest group will show "losses," due to the original errors of
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measurement. It is not clear how much of the differences in ECLT gains are
due to the regression effect, but we assume that it is responsible for at

least part of these differences.

Block Il Achievement Test Data

According to DLIELC, the Pre-BT ESL Course--particularly Block IIl--was
developed for soldiers with an entry ECLT of 50 or higher. A major question
in evaluating the program is, How do soldiers in the target population
perform on the Block II Achievement Test? In addition, since more than half
of the students enter the program with ECLT scores below 50, it is also
important to examine how non-target students perform on the Block II

Achievement Test. DLIELC determined that a score of 80 or more on the test

_indicated a successful completion of the course.

Using the DLIELC standard, more than two-thirds of the target
population pass the Block II Achievement Test whereas less than one-third of

the non-target population pass the test (see Table 5-7).
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Block II Achievement Test Scores by Entry Level ECLT
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Block II Achievement Test scores

Total ) ﬁ_:
\ Entry ECLT levels 0-49 50-69 70-79 80-89 90-100 n AN

4 oy

0-49 (non-target)  12% 30% 26% 22% 10% 863 R
50-69 (target) 1% 12%  18%  42%  27% 593
1456

Given the DLIELC expectation that students entering the program with
ECLT scores below 50 would not be successful with Block II material, it is a
P little surprising that nearly one-third of the non-target population pass
‘ the Block Il Achievement Test. This success is, in part, explained by the

. exit ECLT scores. Ninety percent of the 282 non-target students that passed

the Block II Achievement Test exited the program with ECLT scores of 50 or
higher., Exit ECLT scores also show a correlation with the Block II
Achievement Test, r = .70 p <.0001 (N=1449). The correlation for the entry

ECLT scores and Block II test scores is lower, r = .47, p <.0001 (N=1456).

According to the regression equation for predicting Block

Al
Y
.
4

I Achievement Test scores by entry ECLT scores, a minimum entry ECLT score
of 56 is necessary to predict a Block II Achievement Test score of
80--standard error of estimate = 13.4. As shown in Table 5-8, the 50-54

entry ECLT range is the first level at which more than half of the students

r 2/
s

>
o,
«
-,

[S9]
~J
o
P
WAl

. "l' r

PR T TSI E ), P g P A S P N G S R S SR S R ST Sy R S R et T T RS N R T T YN
Aﬁ"\d‘kﬁm}hii.}LﬂMM\hi \.I,‘.‘_'.{\":'A':‘ht\'_h\i'.. iﬁi‘\.\\':\': h QRN OO APCENRE L 8 PN R VICLRE SRO g




i LA
o '.::.'
" pass the Block Il Achievement Test (56%). Starting with the 55-59 entry ?;Q
b _:a-'_'_.
ranye, 67% or more pass the Block Il Achievement Test. N
\ o
, Table 5-8 ::Ei
e Block II Achievement Test Scores by Entry ECLT Ranges ’ )
B IRV
" Block II Achievement Test scores “as
v “
\? Entry ECLT T
o ranges 0-49 50-69 70-79 80-89 >89 n e
5 , e
A 0-44 13% 31% 25% 21% 10% 741 o
o 45-49 5  19%  29%  32%  15% 122 o
5 50-54 3% 6% 25%  30%  17% 150 s
: 55-59 1% 17% 5% 47%  20% 150 Fage
" AT
. 60-64 0% 8% 18% 44% 30% 146 ;3§
- .'_:)'
~ 65-69 2% 8% 12% 39% 39% 147 ;:;
v 1456 f:¥
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- The regression equation for predicting Block II Achievement Test scores ::%
:. by exit ECLT scores shows that a minimum exit ECLT score of 66 is necessary N
1 . -". -
¢ N
o to predict a Block II Achievement Test score of 80--standard error of ﬁﬁ:
o A
.~ estimate = 11.0. Seventy-seven percent of the students leaving the course ;::
ot with ECLT scores greater than 64 pass the Block Il Achievement Test, whereas ;§§
; 80% of those with exit ECLT scores greater than 69 pass the test. :
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Chapter 6. Attrition, Performance Ratings, and Critical Scores

An important question in formulating Army ESL policy is: What is the
minimal level of English proficiency necessary for successful performance at

the various stages of a soldier's career, such as BT, AIT, and permanent

A duty? Data collected for this study as part of the follow-up of Pre-BT ESL
- students can be used to help answer this question. The first section of

this chapter compares the characteristics of a sample of students who were

il

discharged from the Army during BT with students who completed BT.
Subsequent sections examine the relationship between drill sergeants' and
supervisors' ratings of soldiers' performance and language proficiency at

the BT and AIT levels. The relationship between students' Block II

THRAY.7 .75

Achievement Test scores and supervisors' ratings is also analyzed.
Throughout the chapter, we indicate the limits of these measures as

reflected in the data.

The sources of the data used in this chapter are:
e BT attrition data for 582 students,

e BT follow-up questionnaires for drill

sergeants completed on 156 students
during the last four weeks of BT,

e AIT follow-up questionnaires for drill
sergeants and supervisors on 60 students
during the last four weeks of AIT,

‘ e AIR Student Record Form data: ECLT scores
| and Block 11 Achievement Test scores, and

o AIR interviews with sergeants and trainees.
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Summary of Findings
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a

The sample of BT attrition data shows that the attrition rate is

YA

linearly related to exit ECLT scores with soldiers scoring below 30 having

el

an attrition rate more than five times that of soldiers scoring above 69.

e a4

The similarity in attrition rates for soldiers scoring above 50 suggests

§' that a 50 ECLT is the ﬁost critical ECLT 1evé] for minimizing attrition.
b Sergeants' ratings of soldiers' performance on 14 BT activities show a
< relationship between performance ratings and exit ECLT scores, though the 3?%;'
i relationship is not as strong as that shown for attrition rates. Higher EEE?E
; activity ratings tend to co;relate with higher exit ECLT scores; soldiers Eéif;
Y with exit ECLT scores below 60 are.near1y three times as likely to be placed ;iji'
at a rating level of not as well as most or even lower, than are soldiers E_E\::
'v with exit ECLT scores at 60 or more, Soldiers with exit ECLT scores below gé;ét
2 60 are also nearly three times as likely to be rated as having less than Egiﬁ
adequate language ability. Eigé,
. While correlations between Block II Achievement Test scores and il
; serqeants' performance ratings are weaker than correlations between ECLT
A? scores and performance ratings, the BT and AIT data show a tendency for
" higher Block II Achievement Test scores to be related to higher performance
f ratings. Soldiers with Block Il Achievement Test scores below 70 are at
a least twice as likely to be given an average rating level of not as well as
most or Tower. These data indicate that the standard of 80 for the Block II
; Achievement Test is set at a sufficiently high level,
g oy
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¥, Data on BT Attrition N
N .

Y Education Centers were asked to provide AIR with information on whether :;Qf

3 ) N

3 each student completed BT or was discharged from BT. The sources for these AL
R, Y

W data are TRADOC Form 488-R and AIR Student Record Forms. Most sites,

o however, do not routinely receive this information from the BT units and Eﬁi:

? must make special efforts to obtain it. One site did not provide any data j;f;

- on attrition and most of the other sites provided attrition data on only Loa
:; part of their student enrollment, Consequently, we were only able to obtain :.jf
s .. W
- 4 . -
. attrition data on 660 students, 109 (17%) of whom were discharged. Since o
-~ e
) this sample is not necessarily a representative sample, the 17% attrition ;fwﬁ
;i rate may, at best, be an approximate indicator of attrition for the overall ﬁﬂ:ﬁ
e f_"l'_:
< student population, s
e Pt et

’ . T
a The sample, however, can be used to provide information about the -

z, : Tl

ij characteristics of students who are discharged from BT. With regard to the 5:3:

o

' ECLT and Block II Achievement Test, trainees who are discharged from the 2;&?

‘ Army perform worse than those who complete BT. As shown in Table 6-1, ;;:3
- N
x4 discharged trainees have lower entry ECLT scores, lower exit ECLT scores, ;}:!
" nond
- smaller ECLT gains, and lower Block II Achievement Test scores. NN
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Table 6-1

Comparison of Mean Test Scores of Students Who Completed BT

with Those Who were Discharged from BT

Attrition Entry Exit ECLT Block I1I

category ECLT ECLT gain Test

Completed BT 42.9 57.6 14.8 75.3
(n) (505) (507) (505) (406)

Discharged

from BT 37.4 46.3 9.8 59.7
(n) (78) (75) (75) (44)

Entry ECLT: F(1,581) = 8.05, p<.0047

Exit ECLT: F(1,580) = 32.18, p<.0001

ECLT Gain: F(1,578)

9.39, p’.0023
Block Il Test: F(1,448) = 43.38, p<.0001

The attrition rate is linearly related to exit ECLT scores with
soldiers scoring below 30 having an attrition rate more than five times that
of soldiers scoring above 69 as shown in Tqble 6-2. ECLT levels above 50
show smaller differential attrition rates indicating that, at these levels,
language proficiency--as measured by the ECLT--is not as important a
differentiating factor in attrition. The exception to this trend is a
sample of 25 ESL students who entered the course with ECLT scores above 69
and are not included in Tables 6-1 and 6-2. E£ight of these 25 soldiers
(32%) were subsequently discharged. Soldiers with entry ECLT scores greater
than 69 are usually placed in the Pre-BT ESL Course only at the request of

their commanders. The high attrition rate of these 25 soldiers suggests
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that they were having problems, possibly in areas other than English, that

prompted the command request and contributed to their subsequent attrition.

Table 6-2

Comparison of Distribution of Students Who Completed BT with
Those Who Were Discharged from BT According to ECLT Ranges

Exit ECLT score

4

Population 0-29 30-39 40-49 50-59 60-69 >69 n o
N

-.‘_-\ "

Completed BT 64% 75% 84% 91% 92% 93% 507 ﬁilgi
S
Discharged b4
from BT 36% 25% 16% 9% 8% 7% 75 RO
n 36 63 95 123 119 146 582 v
a'.'::«r
r=.22, p<.001 e,
i 4
PR
AN
Performance and Language Ratings L
NN

s
. P
The BT and AIT follow-up questionnaires asked sergeants to rate t§“v4
:'.-.’\f"
trainees' relative performance on various training tasks or activities and -:::rf
:.r...-,:.-,
trainees' overall language proficiency. The relevant BT data are presented ;:115
Lt

¥

first. w
g

Basic Training RO

[ 3
Rating military knowledge and performance. Sergeants were asked to e |

7
5{_,;’

rate ESL students' performance on 14 BT activities that involved language by _

7
P
YA,

'
A

comparing their performance with all other soldiers. The activities were

"'é

taken from the Program of Instruction for BT, and the descriptions of the
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activities were pilot tested with drill sergeants at Fort Dix to insure that .
LS

they were understandable and relevant. The rating system was a four-point s
scale with the values of better than most, as well as most soldiers, not as -

BACADA

.Cq

l"

't

well as most soldiers but gets by, and performs inadequately. For all 14 Ky
activities, more than half of the students were rated as well as most or £l
better and only a very small percent were rated as inadequately, as shown in ;&E
Table 6-3. ot
Overall, the rating distributions for the 14 activitie; present quite ;;
similar patterns, though there are small differences in performance between E;
some activities. The most divergent cases are the activities responds j;
correctly to questions and reads markers. For the first activity, 37% of )
the soldiers were rated at not as well as most or worse, but only 11%
received the same rating for the second activity. Two sets of correlations 7
were conducted to determine the degree of similarity between the activity ;t
ratings. First, ratings were given numerical or score values by assigning a ?;.
value of one through four to the activity ratings: the value of one was Eé
3 assigned to performs inadequately, two was assigned to not as well as most, i
QE etc. Then the 14 activity ratings were correlated with each other yielding ;:
“;3 91 statistically significant separate correlations between .51-.81. For the ’_
:é second set of correlations, each activity rating was correlated with the R
Ej average of all 14 ratings for each soldier yielding a correlation range of ESE
Sg .78-.86 as shown in Table 6-4. ?'
s
53 The strong correlations for the 14 activity ratings justify using the 23
EE average rq;ings as a single performance rating for each soldier. The ;;
following procedure was used to relate the qualitative labels of the .
3
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Table 6-3 da
d N
Distribution of Sergeants' Ratings of Soldiers' Performance b
Tor BT Activities ohes,
: s
] ':'\:\f:
2 Rated level of performance "Ny
. '\ﬂ."
‘ -
. Not as L
. Better than As well well ‘Performs RSN
. Activity most as most as most inadequately SN
: R
Reacts correctly to 17% 54% 24% 5% 7
: oral command (n) (29) (95) (42) (9) e
DA
? Responds correctly to 11% 52% 30% 7% 5:;::}_:
v questions (n) (19) (90) (52) (13) ::-,'.:-__‘Z
: AN
Asks necessary 16% 46% 36% 2% if,'é;
questions (n) (28) (80) (62) (4) NN
Alerts personnel or 15% 61% 23% 1%
reports problems (n) (26) (106) (41) (2) e
Uses challenge and 17% 57% 23% 3%
password (n) (30) (100) (40) (5)
Summons commander 14% 64% 20% 2%
of relief (n) (24) (110) (35) (4)
Names ranks & parts 23% 52% 24% 1% -—
of equipment (n) (40) (92) (42) (1) Z'/Z‘_:;Z:
Transmits/receives 14% 45% 37% 49 7.12:&
radio messages (n) (25) (79) (65) (6) T
Reports to an 20% 57% 21% 2% NS
officer/NCO (n) (35) (100) (37) (3) el
\'.\'}'.
Reads authorization/ 15% 62% 21% 1% e
permits entry (n) (26) (104) (36) (2) SIATS
Reads SOP for 16% 61% 21% 2%
inspections (n) (26) (103) (36) (4)
Reads markers 22% 67% 11% 0%
(n) (38) (115) (19) (0)
Names terrain/ 16% 66% 18% 0%
finds location (n) (28) (111) (30) (0)
Marks equipment 21% 66% 12% 1%
(n) (36) (115) (21) (1)
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Table 6-4

Correlation of Soldiers' Rating for Each Activity
with Soldiers™ Sum of Ratings for Ali Activities

Correlation with sum

Activity of all activities

Reacts correctly to oral command .78

Responds correctly to questions .79

Asks necessary questions .80

Alerts personnel or reports problems .80

Uses challenge and password .86

Summons commander of relief .83

Names ranks & parts of equipment .84

Transmits/receives radio messages .85

Reports to an officer/NCO .80 ’éﬂ
Reads authorization/permits entry .83 EE?
Reads SOP for inspections .80 5?
Reads markers 4 JI7 4
Names terrain/finds location .79

Marks equipment .81

66
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03
original rating categories to the continuum of average ratings. Soldiers &E:fé
were assigned to a rating category if their average score was within the *ﬁy
value of a rating category and the mid-point value between that rating EQ%%L
category and the next highest category. For example, soldiers were assigned S%Ef.;

. the rating category performs inadequately if their mean score was 1.0-1.4. @v,k‘
; Soldiers with average scores between 1.5-1.9 were assigned an intermediate fgg&;
% category labeled low not as well as most. The result of this procedure is a Eﬁfﬁ;?
’ system that segments the numerical continuum into seven categories or Z;t:;
f levels. Four levels utilize the labels of the original four rankings, and ;}fﬁf-
E three levels §erve as intermediate levels, Listed below are the ranges of E:ézg

average scores and their corresponding categories: .

1.0-1.4 performs inadequately AN

1.5-1.9 intermediate - low not as well as most

2.0-2.4 not as well as most but gets by ﬁtf§§:
x 2.5-2.9 intermediate - low as well as most PO
d 3.0-3.4 as well as most soldiers e

3.5-3.9 intermediate - low better than most O

4.0 Dbetter than most o

Using this system of rating levels, most soldiers are assigned to the ;¥I~ §

. as well as most or low as well as most level as shown Table 6-5, P
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Table 6-5

[
u"f
L ]
PN

’\
L

5,

Distribution of Soldiers' Summed Rating Scores
According to Rating Levels

Rating level

.‘..l".. .
Ay
[AL#

Per-

forms Not as : Better
inade- Inter- well as Inter- As well Inter- than
quately mediate most mediate as most mediate most

DRI coSwest L Aste AR g
1 RNCE NS AT
A 4’4.':\5
e

<
S~
i % 0% 3% 17% 33% 32% 8% 7% —
n 0 5 27 51 50 12 11 o
N e
:
s R
g Analyses of soldiers' performance ratings for BT activities by ,3ﬁ~f
§ soldiers' exit ECLT scores indicate a tendency for soldiers receiving higher E::,;‘
‘._ s‘:\.i
:j ratings to also have higher ECLT scores. Sergeants' ratings of soldiers' t::
- ey
-1 performance on the 14 separate activities show a weak correlation with ;i%f
A soldiers' exit ECLT scores (r = .20-.29). The correlation for each E:iij
> NN
ii soldier's summed rating score and exit ECLT score is r =,30. The $:}\‘
’, :'.\"\
ii distribution of soldiers rated at the level of not as well as most or lower §33\
: by exit ECLT is not as linear as the relation between attrition and ECLT ;EE_
, s
d scores (see Table 6-6). Two factors that may be affecting these data are SRS
’ S
%E (1) the size of the sample below 50 ECLT is small, (2) the BT performance Tefd
i . s '-’\-'-
;3 ratings may be less directly related to language proficiency as measured by LN
:-:':\
v the ECLT. During interviews with AIR researchers, sergeants often state ;f:;‘
ROV
n that a soldier's attitude and motivation are major factors in completing eng
?-rl training. ::;:::-
.-P, Paviht
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E ; Table 6-6 : e
D% .
. Distribution of Soldiers Rated as Performing Not as Well as -~
N i Most or Lower According to Exit ECLT Scores NN
ARAS
W e
N : oo
F Exit ECLT R
, SRS
o Rating 0-29 30-39 49-49 50-59 60-69 >69 n T
t"'. : ‘:‘
N Soldiers rated Ei:j
a better than ot
v not as well as T
_ most 67% 50% 79% 69% 89% 90% 124 e
kg Soldiers rated k?f;
v not as well o
as most or 2
N Tower 33% 50% 21% 31% 11% 102 32 S oh
e
E\: n 9 12 19 32 36 48 156 TN
. ;“.\’!
~ e
%

HE
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Soldiers with exit ECLT scores below 60 are nearly three times as

y 4.
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P4
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likely to be placed at a rating level of not as well as most or lower than

(W AN

are soldiers with higher exit ECLT scores as shown in Table 6-7. N
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. Table 6-7 : P

[d
*
[
4
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Distribution of Soldiers Rated as Performing Not as Well as et
Most or Lower Using 60 ECLT as Criterion -

Exit % performing N
ECLT not as well as most A
score or Jower TN

I>

W LI AL EIME P
N

N Below 60 72 32%
:
3 60 or more 84 11%
p:- .
Some of the BT activities also showed a weak tendency for sergeants’ :ﬁfﬁ;
VS
> 69 -.'_:-::.:
] .
3
2
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ratings to relate to Block II Achievement Test scores; the 14 correlations

e e R

s 4

range from r = .01-.22. The correlation between soldiers' summed rating
scores and Block II Achievement Test scores is r = .18. As shown in Table
6-8, there is a tendency for soldiers with lower Block Il Achievement Test

scores to be more often rated as performing not as well as most or lower.

Table 6-8

Comparison of Soldiers Rated Not as Well as Most or Lower
with Soldiers Receiving Better Ratings According to Block II
Achievement Tes. Scores

Block II Achievement Test

Rating 0-49 50-69 70-79 80-89 90-100 n

Soldiers rated better
than not as well as

most 62% 67% 81% 35% 79% 124 e ios
Soldiers rated N
not as well as litjf
most or lower 38% 33% 19% 14% 21% 32 NS
T

n 16 21 37 57 33 156 o

— RN

e

AR

Soldiers with Block II Achievement Test scores below 70 are twice as :::f;

likely to be rated at a not as well as most or lower level than soldiers

with higher Block II Achievement Test scores as shown in Table 6-9.
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Table 6-9

Distribution of Soldiers in Not as Well as Most or Lower Group
by Score of /0 on the Block 11 Achievement Test

Block 11 % performing
Achievement not as well as
Test Score n most or lower
Below 70 37 35%

70 or more 127 17%

Summarzing at this point, exit ECLT scores seem to be somewhat better
indicators of sergeants ratings of BT performance than Block Il Achievement
Test scores. The largest overall decrease in the percent of soldiers

receiving not as well as most or lower ratings occurs at 60 ECLT and 70 on

the Block Il Achievement Test. The standard of 80 set by DLIELC for the

Block II Achievement Test seems sufficiently high. According to these data,

a higher standard would not result in soldiers with higher performance

ratings for the 14 activities surveyed in this study.

Ratings of language ability. Sergeants rated the language skills or

language abilities (i.e., understanding, speaking, reading, and writing) of
176 trainees on a four-point scale. As shown in Table 6-10, most students

were rated as adequately or well and only a small percent were rated as

poorly on any of these abilities.
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Table 6-10 ;i,
X

Sergeants' Ratings of Students' Language Ability ;g
| S

"ﬁ:

Rated level of language ability é;

\l

Ability to: Very well Well Adequately Poorly b
Understand spoken 23% 32% 35% 10% E&
English (n) (41) (56) (61) (18) g@
Speak English 14% 31% 41% 14% _
(n) (25) (54) (72) (25) o
Read English 19% 41% 35% 5% :'-.:i:i
(n) (33) (70) (61) (8) w
J‘_'i

Write English 16% 37% 40% 7% b
(n) (27) (61) (65) (11) s
Though three times as many students are rated poorly for speaking gé
English as for reading English, the overall rating patterns are similar, SE
Correlated with each other, the four ratings yield six correlations ranging Sg
4. -

: A

from .64-.82. The correlation of each language ability rating with the sum E:
of the four ability ratings yields four correlations ranging from .87-.89. Eﬁ
Rating correlations for the four language abilities are strong enough ﬂ;

to combine these four ratings. Using a procedure similar to the one used s
for combining BT activity ratings, the language ability ratings for each EL
soldier were averaged to produce a composite score. The continuum was i:
segmented into seven levels: té
~

1.0-1.4 poor o

1.5-1.7 intermediate - less than adequate éé
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0,

R
r:.-:f:'

l..'l.\'.

2.0-2.4 adequate $:ﬁ:}

2.5-2.9 intermediate - less than well Dow g

": .I’
3.0-304 we]] :’~"I (Y

LT
. . ?kﬂ\;

3.5-3.9 intermediate - less than very well 4;!\,

4.0 very well Eu{u?

Most soldiers were assigned within the adequate to well range of ability ;Iiﬁf
VA

levels as shown in Table 6-11. -
Table 6-11 e
.\('-'. ‘w

’I ,- "-

Distribution of Soldiers' Summed Ratings According to F;;‘r;
Rating Levels ‘F* i
LR,

: S
Rating level )

n.,.\:_\'
Less R

Less Less than E":“ -

than than very Very LR

Poor adequate Adequate well Well well well j}j:j

Yo

-:'_. \.'

% 3% 13% 24% 18% 26% 4%  12% ADANE
n. 5 20 37 28 40 6 18 bV
:..-:.r.\:.r
o, " 4
o

. . C q s C . L
Sergeants' ratings of soldiers' language ability and soldiers' exit At;tﬁg
ECLT scores show statistically significant correlations: Understanding r = ?;ﬁff
N

.37, Speaking r = .33, Reading r = .25, Writing r = .27. The correlation 1:j£§

between soldiers‘ summed language ability ratings and exit ECLT scores is f\:

.37. Soldiers with lower exit ECLT scores are more likely to receive less fff?;i
RO
than adequate language ability ratings as shown in Table 6-12. The ;ju}:”

inconsistent pattern in the data at the 40-59 ECLT ranges also occurs with

sergeants' ratings of BT activity performance as previously shown in Table

73
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6-7. This inconsistency may be an idiosyncrasy of this particular set of

data.

Table 6-12

Distribution of Soldiers Rated Less Than Adequate and
Adequate or Better According to Exit ECLT Scores

Exit ECLT
Rating 0-29 30-39 40-49 50-59 60-69 »>69 n
Adequate or
better language
rating 71% 70% 84% 71% 89% 92% 129
Less than
adequate rating 29% 30% 16% 29% 11% 8% 25
n 7 10 19 31 37 50 154

Soldiers with exit ECLT scores below 60 are nearly three times as
likely to be rated at a less than adequate language ability level than are

soldiers with exit ECLT scores at 60 or more as shown in Table 6-13,

Table 6-13

Distribution of Soldiers Rated as Less Than Adequate in

Language Ability by ECLT Score of 60

Exit % rated
ECLT less than adequate
score n language aSiIity
Below 60 67 25%
60 or more 87 9%
74
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Advanced Individual Training ;r*x;
. ;
The size of the follow-up sample at the AIT level is much smaller than }Sﬁﬁi
> {f,:-:_‘
] the BT level sample. The analysis presented in this section includes only tiﬁ?
! )
' 8" soldiers. Because of the smaller sample, the findings are more tenuous, S
' Y.
N and the data warrant a less detailed presentation. tﬁg}
o LN Iy
: RN
2 Rating military knowledge and performance. AIT sergeants and Eg&;
supervisors rated ESL students on their performance in 18 activities which S
‘: w :'l“\
S involved language by comparing them with all other soldiers (see e
. e
: Questionnaire J in Appendix B). The rating system was the same four-point HJ;}
;.'!.
scale used in the BT follow-up. Here, as in BT, over half of the soldiers b, i
‘ .:': N
- were rated as well as most or better and very few were rated as performs i?l?:
. L
inadequately. AT
> e
N The rating distributions for the 18 activities showed similar patterns.
5 -
- However, data for only 17 activities will be presented because some NSRS
: ' RN
sergeants did not provide ratings for one of the activities--writes short Aty
e EN
= paragraphs. Including this activity in the analysis would have further :jtji
S reduced the sample size. The correlations between ratings for 136 activity :E:;:
[+ .‘-;\-.‘-
pairs were all statistically significant and range from r = .43-,94. The ?’f;f
‘ .‘- -
) correlations of the 17 individual activities with the sum of ratings for all $:1:3.
I
.' activities ranged from r = .76-.89. Averaged AIT performance ratings were RGN,
. O -'
divided into seven levels: .éu .
IC AL
r_‘f,..r
1.0-1.4 performs inadequately Loy
et
CEAEA
1.5-1.9 intermediate - lower than not as well :l}l}
as most soldiers 57l
LA
2.0-2.4 not as well as most soldiers Zers
RS
b ."\'.'.:.
5 :‘_.*‘,..::_.
; 75 .'.‘t'.'-q
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. 2.5-2.9 intermediate - lower than as well as R
S N
N most Alnts
) . "\ 3 ¥
' 3.0-3.4 as well as most o
8, b g’ Y "
3.5-3.9 intermediate - lower than better than v
i r':?.tw
most 5
N ﬂQY~
4.0 better than most Y
: oF
. Approximately two-thirds of the soldiers were assigned to the as well as §3_
. '\'-r,_
E; most level or next higher level as shown in Table 6-14. :I;T
ot A
3 Table 6-14 . Ny
v i
< Distribution of Soldiers' Summed Ratings According to oSN
P Rating Levels e
n S
4 o
- - Not as As N
;. Performs well well Better S
L inade- Inter- as Inter- as Inter-  than PN
'- quately mediate most mediate most mediate most RN
".:,'l':
iﬁ % 2% 3% 14% 14% 46% 21% 0% ﬁf
- &
-, e
< n 1 2 8 8 27 12 0 1 N
. ;1 ¢
N Several of the activity ratings show a moderate correlation with ﬁ?
N .
_2 soldiers' exit ECLT scores. The range of correlations for the 17 activities
- is r = .19-.57; the correlation between summed activity ratings and ECLT
ﬁ scores is r = .44, Overall, the AIT performance ratings show a slightly
_§ stronger correlation with ECLT scores than did the BT performance ratings.
A However, the relationship between soldiers rated not as well as most or
~
E’ lower and exit ECLT scores is not completely linear as shown in Table 6-15.
.
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3 Table 6-15 :-;,;:.‘.j
Comparison of Soldiers Rated Not as Well as Most or Lower With o
2 Soidiers Receiving Better Ratings According to Exit ECLT Scores g}-ﬁ
“ : \:%
p-:"ﬁ
Py Exit ECLT ﬁi{
4 o «
< : E,
/ Rating 0-29 30-39 40-49 50-59 60-69 >69 n :::3'.:?
. L]
3 :::n"‘:‘_;
e
N Soldiers rated o
better than N,
! not as well S
v as most 0% 40% 57% 92% 84%  91% 47 BNY
—_— o«
3 g
. Soldiers rated <~*:_Q
.. not as well oy
' as most or A
, Tower 0% 60% 43% 8% 18% 9% 11 A
> -
‘ n 0 5 7 12 11 23 58 ,
}J -
“
Soldiers' averaged performance rating also related to Block II
>
_$ Achievement Test scores (r = .33). As shown in Table 6-16, soldiers with
o«
‘5 Block II Achievement Test scores above 69 are less likely to be rated not as
o well as most or lower.
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Chapter 7. Student Characteristics and Program Effects -:«}5
" ~.' J
R0
I"\¢.~J"
) ™ .‘h\‘ /
This chapter takes a close look at the students who attended the pre-BT ¥ 4
'}.‘)
ESL program at seven of the TRADOC installations. Students at Fort ;ﬁ;:%
RN
McClellan are not included. Focusing on the key demographic features, the §§;2
e S d
chapter studies the relationship between these features or characteristics B
'-';"n'
and students' progress in the ESL course. Students' characteristics ij{}
examined include: =
.'\-f_'
Shte
. . L
e place of birth and native language, Y
A
oy >
e educational background, i:i:
TN
e exposure to English before joining the Army, ifﬁ}
e formal instruction in English before joining the Army, and
e military component. 5{
o
o
To study these characteristics, the following sources are used: i;;,
TN
e AIR Student Questionnaires completed by 842 students during $2$:3
)
BN
their last week in the Pre-BT ESL program at seven of the sites ;75:
visited by AIR from September 1982 to May 1984, RS
e AIR Student Record Forms,
.

e students' ECLT entry, exit, and gain scores, ‘

o students' Block Il Achievement Test scores,




;;' WK TN R Fha i e g a0 gt dal A oead LN LY v »TP TN to. Ll v .‘.ﬁ.‘ .;
;o
‘Y
> ]
i
N ICN
o
NN
e demographic information from TRADOC form 438-R, and ;QE:
-'\’..
7
o TRADOC data from 1979 to 1982. A
I
‘Q.o‘ 0'.4
h: .:
Summary of Findings N
:.l."l.:
NN
ESL students in general have a higher level of educational attainment ‘:§25
than does the entire population of BSEP students. A relatively large §$::A
.-I.-J
R
proportion of the ESL students graduated from high school, and a sizeable
group graduated from a two- or four-year college. All ESL students studied Ei??l
i
English in elementary or high school. Students who had graduated from high ~

J{.{-
£

I
[
§

school in.the United States or lived in the United States tended to have

higher entry and exit ECLT scores compared with students who had not lived

0
Y.
o8

Y A wme Y e
o 'I'yfd:.’lm R
&

]
(N

in an English-speaking country. Students with more formal education tended

47

to have higher entry ECLT scores and higher Block Il Achievement Test RE
~ -
scores, RS
"-.‘::-
o
NS

Language Groups v
y -
Students who participated in the Pre-BT ESL program complieted r
questionnaires during their last week of ESL classes. Included in the ! ;f

questionnaire were questions about their country of birth and native
language, Table 7-1 shows the distribution of students according to a
native language/place of birth variable. Students who reported Spanish as
their native language were divided into three categories. Those who were
born in Puerto Rico were identified as Spanish/Puerto Rico. Spanish

speakers who said they were born in the United States but spoke Spanish as

their native language were listed as Spanish/U.S. Data from other
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! questionnaires and informal interviews suggest that many of the students who Y%

said they were Spanish speaking and were born in the United States did not

live in the United States all of their lives. Some may have lived much of

% their lives in Spanish-speaking countries, then returned to the United
. States for high school or shortly before enlisting in the Army. Soldiers
y who said they were from Spanish-speaking countries other than Puerto Rico

were identified as Spanish/Other. These included students from Colombia, L:

Costa Rica, the Dominican Republic, Ecuador, E1 Salvador, Honduras, Mexico, fwﬁi‘
ﬁ Nicaragua, Panama, Peru, and Spain. Soldiers identified as Korean were ESEE;‘
!: those who reported that they were born in Korea. Soldiers listed in the §§£§E

Other category included those born in Canada, China, Greece, India, E:-;;
: Indonesia, Hong Kong, Japan, Laos, the Philippines, Portugal,.Thailand, the éé;;f
’ United States, Vietnam, and Western Samoa. gsg;f
éé Most of the soldiers who completed questionnaires reported that Spanish
,E was their native language (89%) (see Table 7-1). Four percent of the

soldiers said that Korean was their native language, and the remaining 6.5% a
1 included speakers of other languages. The majority of the soldiers in the EE%%

ESL programs were Spanish speakers from Puerto Rico (72.9%). The second é%;;&
: largest group of Spanish speakers said they were born in the United States ti::;
2 (8.9%2). The third largest group of Spanish speakers was representative of Eﬁf§5»
y other Spanish-speaking countries (7.2%). Translating these statistics to é;:a.

the enrollments in each ESL classroom, it can be estimated that between 13 [ 28 ‘
o and 14 students in each class of 15 students were Spanish speakers. ;Ez}t
: RS
What relationship. does native language have to ECLT entry, exit, and 2&&
X gain scores? And what is the relationship of this variable to soldiers' ;Eﬁgx
) Do
o A
5 a1 Vol
.
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! Table 7-1 IR
{ _\.‘_.\_‘.
: 828
’ Distribution of ESL Students by .
F. Native Language/Place of Birth RN
P, N ,'\‘. f
; \fw:ﬁ
. Language/Birthplace n % :fiﬁj
- Y
Ao
Spanish/Puerto Rico* » 614 72.9 et
' Nt
Spanish/U.S.** 75 8.9 %
NS
Spanish/Other*** 61 7.2 J aeYe
Korean 37 4.4 oy
RN
Other***** 55 6 . 5 ::.‘::. '::
:::;!-_‘
*Includes only those soldiers who were born in Puerto Rico. kji;
Y o)
: **Includes soldiers who were born in the U.S. and said they :;gi:
- spoke Spanish as their native language. They may not have :{RQ:
grown up in the U.S. nor received their education in the U.S. ff)fé
***Includes soldiers born in Colombia, Costa Rica, the .
5 Dominican Republic, E1 Salvador, Ecuador, Mexico, Honduras, :i:*oj
- Nicaragua, Panama, Peru, and Spain. NN,
LAY

****Includes soldiers born in Canada, China, Greece, India, Hong ~
Kong, Indonesia, Japan, Laos, the Philippines, Portugal, N
Thailand, the U.S., Viet Nam, and Western Samoa. .
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Block II Achievement Test scores? Table 7-2 shows the mean entry and exit
ECLT scores and Block Il scores of students according to their native
language. Differences in entry and exit ECLT scores between groups based on
students' native language were statistically significant. Spanish speakers
had lower mean entry and exit scores than the other groups. Puerto Ricans,
the largest group represented in the Pre-BT ESL program, had the lowest mean
entry ECLT scores of 40.3. Non-Spanish speakers, who make up only 11% of

those in the Pre-BT ESL program, were the only group with mean entry ECLT
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scores falling in the target population. f' X
According to Table 7-2, there were differences in students' exit ECLT if”
scores based on their native language. Although Puerto Ricans had the ;?%
largest mean ECLT gain score of 15.4 points, they had the lowest mean exit :Ej"l
ECLT score of 55.7, well below the goal of 70 ECLT. Koreans and others had fsg.’
NS
the highest mean exit ECLT score of 63.9 and 70.7 respectively. As noted in A
"Il
Chapter 5, the low entry ECLT, high ECLT gain effect is generally :Kﬁﬁ:
\ g,
RV \}
characteristic of the overall population. Mean Block II scores do not Er_ »
,-,'4‘:: p)
differ significantly between language groups. Puerto Ricans have the lowest iyﬁyﬂ'
":'*.t v,
mean Block II score of 72.7. R
o
Tables 7-3 and 7-4 show ECLT entry and exit scores categorized in RNy
. .\_ .Y
intervals according to students' native language. This distribution points ;}ﬁﬁs
S
AN
out that, whereas Puerto Ricans make up 72.9% of the entire population in N¢
gt
the Pre-BT ESL course, only 31.5% of the Puerto Rican students are in’ the -
S A
LU e
target population, N
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Table 7-2

Mean ECLT Entry, Exit, and Gain Scores and Block II

Achievement Test Scores by Native Language

G IR S ARl Al Sl ol AN R o S T aF Y T Tt et I e I S A SN A L P DA N B e Bt o e pie Al b RARERcR TS R BT Rin R B Rt Riate d Pha 9t Y \."'.“'VWWW
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. Native Language n

Exit
ECLT

Entry
ECLT

ECLT
gain

ol WO B o )

Block
Il

TavvaNNL
[

%

Spanish/Puerto Rico 465
SpanishAl.S. 53
Spanish/Qther 39
Korean 27
\'

) Other 40

Total (n)

Exit ECLT:

F(4,619)

ECLT Gain: F(4,619)

Block I1I:

(624)

40.3 55.7

48.6 61.2
49.1 63.0
52.6 63.9

56.8 70.7

Entry ECLT: F(4,619) = 18.52, p <.0001
11.51, p <.0001
1.19, p <.3134
F(4,690) = 1.07, p <.3698

15.4
12.6
13.9
11.3
13.9

513
65
47
29
a1

(695)
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Table 7-3

Distribution of Entry ECLT Scores

by Students’ Native Language

Entry ECLT scores

Native language 0-29 30-39 40-49 50-59 60-69 n
Spanish/

Puerto Rico 24.8% 24.6% 19.1% 16.3% 15.2%

(n) (116) (115) (89) (76) (71) 467
Spanish/U.S. 7.4% 16.7% 29.6% 18.5%4 27.6%

(n) (4) (9) (16) (10) (15) 54
Spanish/

Other 5.1% 20.5% 15.4% 38.5% 20.5%

(n) (2) (8) (6) (15) (8) 39
Korean 0% 14.8% 18.5% 37.0% 29.7%

(n) (0) (4) (5) (10) (8) 27
Other 5.0% 2.5% 7.5% 37.5% 47.5%

(n) (2) (1) (3) (15) (19) 40

Chi Square (16, N = 627) = 84.271, p <.0001

TN N

e .
AN
v
(WY

.l
FR
\ o .

7%
s

v f.’J.‘\’("c‘
S

L)
>
jhéﬁﬁ

Pl
.

L4

R

4
fo

Al A A

7

v h N

'- .'l l{ '- .l

A

*r
AN LS

“x;
e

.«

TS, e,
AN «uﬁﬂq./

’
LR

Ty

'l'l’““l'l"‘l'
TR
!

P Y |

ya'n'a's
A T
R g N N AN
PP R R R ]

SPATNS iy
“.lf
2

ce 7
.

LR

e

: «

e s’

i s "
A

XA

P

A8 L
S I A

“
.

h'g
4

LA ’$
S%SS

RN o PR
"dqﬁﬁﬁ#*~
1 R = 4

%

. c"n.' A
oy 5,*,"' P
ety

0
R
Y
P4

hY

el .
laJﬂh

AN
o
R L N SR W)
PR N AT A N
‘A?.‘)_l\‘\:l\;‘ a _'..A'fi_'_n'l'.g\_n"‘ﬂq:



..........

Table 7-4

Distribution of Exit ECLT Scores
by Students' Native Language

Exit ECLT scores

Chi Square (20, N = 627) = 55.164, p <.0001

Native

Language 0-29 30-39 40-49 50-59 60-69 >70 n
Spanish/

Puerto Rico 6.2% 10.3% 18.0% 22.5% 21.4% 21.6%

(n) (29) (48) (84) (10%) (100) (101) 467
Spanish/

u.s. 1.8% 7.4% 13.0% 16.7% 27.8% 33.3%

(n) (1) (4) (7) (9)  (18)  (18) 54
Spanish/

Other 0% 10.3% 5.1% 15.4% 46.1% 23.1%

(n) (0) (4) (2) (6)  (18) (9) 39
Korean 0% 0y 11.1% 14.9% 37.0% 37.0%

(n) (0) (0) (3) (4) (10) (10) 27
Other Q 2.5% 5.0% 12.5% 25.0% 55.0%

(n) (0 (1) (2) (5)  (10)  (22) 40
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What percent of each group achieve exit ECLT scores of 70 or above?
Table 7-4 shows that a little over one-fifth of the Puerto Ricans reach a
score of 70. However, more than one-third of the Koreans and more than
one-half of the other group reach 70. If exit scores in the 60 and above
range are considered, somewhat less than one-half of the Puerto Ricans are
in this category. However, almost three-quarters of the Koreans and

slightly more of the other group exit the course with ECLT scores above 60.
Education

Soldiers were asked to respond to questions on the student
questionnaire about their educational backgrounds. Their responses indicate
that they generally were a well educated group. As shown in Table 7-5, at
least three-fourths graduated from high school, and one-quarter graduated

from two- or four-year colleges.
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Table 7-5

~
L

A A4
)

)
s

Percent of Enrollees Graduating from Educational
Institutions

’.
A

e

.’, "(‘
N

A A
LR 5 Eé&.

-
‘.."

Educational % Graduated
Institution* (N = 783)

VA
’ ,\{"‘i

2
P

- High school 75
(n) (588) RN

. -

»
<
L

L4
» Vocational school 14 v
; (n) (113) W

Two year college 13 Efbf
: ( n) ’ (98) K, cA

& Four year college 12 o
(n) (93) R

*Categories not mutually exclusive
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A high degree of educational attainment among ESL students was also
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reported by TRADOC for FY79-81 which contrasts markedly with that reported
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N
L’l

hY [ il
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i

Y in TRADOC data for BSEP literacy students. TRADOC data, presented in Table

a

B

2
g

R
A
A

7-6, indicate that only 47.8% of BSEP literacy students attending programs

AR
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during FY79-81 had graduated from high school.
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Table 7-6

Percent of ESL and BSEP Enrollees Attainin
High School Education (Source: TRADOC)*

Enrollees
Minimum education level ESL ’ BSEP
High school 75.1% 47.8%
(2106/2804) (7476/15642)

*TRADOC data were reported for FY79-81 and are not available for
subsequent periods

The amount of education appears to be related to entry ECLT scores and
to Block II Achievement Test scores. As indicated in Table 7-7, students
who graduated from a four-year college tend to have higher mean entry ECLT
scores than do those with less education. Education showed the strongest
relationship to Block I1 Achievement Test scores--the higher the level of
education, the higher the mean Block Il score. Graduates of elementary
schools had the lowest mean Block II scores (67.6), whereas graduates of
four year colleges had the highest mean Block II scores (81.3). The
significant relationship between the amount of education and Block II scores
may be partly éxplained by the presumably more effective information
learning and test-taking skills developed by students with increasingly more

formal schooling.

In summary, what importance does educational background hold in

predicting students' success in the Pre-BT ESL program? It appears that
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Table 7-7

Mean ECLT Entry, Exit, and Gain Scores and Block II
Achievement Test Scores by Educational Experience

Educational Entry Exit ECLT

Block
level* ECLT ECLT gain 1§
Graduated
elementary 42.7 57.7 15.0 67.6
schoel (n) (14) (14) (14) (17)
Graduated 42.5 57.4 14.8 712.5
high school (n) (351) (351) (351) (396)
Graduated 43.5 60.6 17.3 75.9
2-Year college (n) (76) (76) (76) (85)
Graduated 47.5 61.1 13.6 81.3
4-Year college (n) (78) (78) (78) (87)
Total (N) (519) (519) (519) (585)

Entry ECLT: F(3,515) = 2.13, p <.0935**
Exit ECLT: F(3,515) = 1.72, p <.1607
ECLT Gain: F(3,515) = 1.10} p <.3503
Block II: F(3,581) = 5.16, p <.0017

*Each group is mutually exclusive,

**Result significant, given a priori directional prediction
that students with more education would have higher entry
ECLT scores.

90

»
o

N
.-

LA ':\
LS Y T
AN

AN
Pt
T g

A A ST
A )
s

‘ 5

VA
3y

T




formal education has a significant effect on students' entry scores. Its

strongest relationship is to success on the Block II Achievement Test.

Prior Exposure to English

Knowledge of English Before Entering the Army

Soldiers identified for Pre-BT ESL classes had varying degrees of

exposure to English, either through formal English classes, or contacts with

A
‘e .‘..:-’-
a4,

English speaking people in the home or on a job, or by living in an

ﬁ

Ry
Ay
[J

English-speaking country. On the AIR Student Questionnaire, soldiers

5

s'f'.;i"’ )

oy
’?.

7

reported their exposure to English before joining the Army. Only 6%

indicated that they knew no English before they entered the Army. More than

.

A'

three-quarters said they had some knowledge of English and less than

ALY

"y
4
i

[

one-fifth said they knew a fair amount or a lot of English (see Table 7-8).
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Table 7-8
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Students' Self-Report of Knowledge
of tnglish Before Joining the Army
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Knowledge
of English

Knew a lot

Knew a fair
amount

Knew some

A

Xnew none
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Students appear to be able to assess the amount of English they knew 3R$~

w2
before they entered the Pre-BT ESL program. Table 7-9 shows the L;' ;

R
| relationship of mean ECLT entry and exit scores and mean Block II N
vy ' u\:-‘
X Achievement Test scores with soldiers' self reporting of their knowledge of Sau
1 .'--‘.'-:.
" English. Soldiers who said they knew a lot of English had a higher mean f ")
% entry ECLT score than those who said they knew no English. The significant RNl
e NN
" relationship between students' reported knowledge of English and their exit SRR
< ey
~ ECLT scores was also significant. Those who said they knew a lot had a -

higher mean exit ECLT score than those who said they knew no English., The

v 1. I.

. relationship also existed with Block Il scores. Those soldiers who said i;;
N BgtvN
] they knew a fair amount or a lot of English had higher mean scores than kmene
. those who said they knew some English or none,. S
3 . . . | i

: Where did soldiers gain their prior knowledge of English? To find out RSN

;_ how students had learned English, they were asked, "Where did you learn the I
- h-' .,‘. &
Ay English you knew before you entered the Army?" As shown in Table 7-10, the ﬂz;;
C, a:'.:'cl‘
» majority said they learned the English they knew at school. About ore-fifth ::ﬁg;

A

. also said they learned English by living in an English-speaking country 33:'?
- .:' -~ 7
E before entering the Army. A smaller group said they had learned English at 1::;1
hf work or in their own homes. ;:{:
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‘ Table 7-9 AN
; Mean ECLT Entry and Exit Scores and Block II Achievement IR
e Test Scores by Students' Self-Report of Prior Knowledge of N A
S english ::E:,\:
y ..!."\ul'
! R
Self-reported Entry Exit : Block e
knowl edge ECLT ECLT Il -,
. *‘;t::
oo
. o
5 Knew a lot 56.8 68.8 77.0 Tl
P Iy
(n) (18) (18) (26) PO,
Knew a fair 52.4 66.1 80.0 b
amount (n) (74) (74) (94) e
Knew some 41.7 56.0 73.1 R
(n) (419) (418) (485) NN
, [N A
Knew none 31.4 44.2 62.4 LA
(n) (32) (32) (35) '

Entry ECLT: F(4,539) = 17.31, p <.0001
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Exit ECLT: F(4,538) = 15.75, p <.0001
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Block II: F(4,636) = 5.00, p <.0006
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Table 7-10

Where Students Learned English

l Before Entering the Army

e r
i Learned English at school 85% 715
»

E Learned English living in

N an English speaking country 19% 161
4

' Learned English at work 14% 117
E Learned English at home 14% 116
.

N Qther answer 16% 132
“

! *Students could respond to

- more than one category

English Classes

A1l of the soldiers enrolled in the Pre-BT ESL programs had taken
English classes during elementary or high school. During interviews with

soldiers in the ESL classes, AIR researchers learned about the English

WYY ATV S S

training the students had received during elementary or high school,
Typically, they studied English for one class period daily. Usually these

classes were taught by a teacher who was not a native speaker of English,

»
S

LS, BN

The teacher generally taught the class in the students' native language,

L

using English for drills and practice, but using the native language for the
majority of the instruction., Therefore, although students report that they
studied English for many years, the quality and frequency of the instruction

was not sufficient to give students fluency in English. Table 7-11 shows
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i the number of years students reported that they

elementary or high school.

Table 7-11

Years of English Classes
1n tlementary and High School

studied English in

Percent of respondents

oy
S ARAIAN
(L N

a0,
$

‘4

oY

A

.
t4

0-2 3-4 5-6 7 -8

years years years years n
! Elementary Q;

school 6% 16% 59% 19% 313 T

: High i;} -
I school 6% 64% 30% 0% 529 ::;:}
| £ -
| »
) There is a striking difference in the ECLT entry and exit scores for ﬁi”
’ .':;( ;. -
i high school graduates who attended high school in the United States when éfﬂ~f-

» ANNR T »

: in a foreign high school entered the Pre-BT program with a mean ECLT score a

‘ full ten points below students who attended United States high schools and

compared with those who attended foreign high schools and came to the United
: States sometime before enlisting in the Army. Table 7-12 shows the mean
ECLT entry, exit, and gain scores and Block II Achievement Test scores for

the two groups. Students whose major language and educational influence was

presumably received instruction in subjects in English and associated with

. native English speakers. The group who attended United States high schools

3

) had mean exit ECLT and Block II scores at or near the targeted goals.
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Table 7-12 Rt

Mean ECLT Entry, Exit, and Gain Scores and Block II Achievement )
Test Scores for Graduates of U.S., or Foreign High Schoaols i-

20
Place of Entry Exit ECLT Block ﬁ%' ]
graduation ECLT ECLT gain II e
~ ezl
Graduate of U.S. 53.7 70.8 17.0 79.1 R
high school (n) (17) (17) (17) (17) SN
: Graduate of non-U.S.  43.1 58.0 14.9 78.2 sl
high school (n) (491) (490) (488) (551) o
X N
N Total (N) (508) (507) (505) (568) g
. .'~:.:::,
X ot
" Entry ECLT: F(1,506) = 7.55, p <.0062 e
o Exit ECLT: F(1,505) = 10.79, p <.0011 Lo
. ECLT Gain: F(1,503) = 0.44, p <.5059 i
e Block I1: F(1,566) = 0.95, p <.3307
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Students who had attended foreign high schools exited the program with mean

ECLT and Block Il Achievement Test scores well below the targeted goal.

Place of Residence Before Entering the Army

On the student questionnaire, about one-third of those responding said

that they had lived in the United States before they joined the Army. Table

7-13 shows the distribution of years of residence by ECLT scores. According
to Table 7-13, years of residence does not have a statistically significant
effect on entry or exit ECLT scores or on Block II Achievement Test scores.

That is, a student could have lived in the United States for one year or 10

/
%

pe e d

years and still have achieved the same entry ECLT score. According to Table

»
z

b

’ .{'.{'.} ,/'..,

7-14, what appears to have a greater effect is whether or not the student

a F
v,
N
A

Ty

lived in the United States at all. There is a statistically significant
difference between ECLT entry, exit, and gain scores for students who
resided in the United States and those who did not before enlisting in the
Army  Exposure to English in a natural setting seems to make a difference

in the soldiers' entering 'evel of English proficiency.

Military Component

The percent of Regular Army (RA) soldiers enrolled in the Pre-BT ESL
Course is somewhat higher than the percent of soldiers enrolled in TRADOC's
previous ESL program (see Table 7-15). The percent of National Guard

soldiers has decreased somewhat from the previous program.
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Mean ECLT Entry, Exit, and Gain Scores and Block II
Achievement Test Scores by Years of Residence in the U.S.

Before Joining the Army ;:g
-@ﬁ
" "
W ':'J"‘-
N Entry Exit ECLT Block L
h Years ECLT ECLT Gain 11 A
.. - AAS
v, 1-2 49.8 61.9 12.2 78.2 =
-, (n) (87) (87) (87) (104) =
: o
> LY
3-5 48.6 62.6 14.0 73.2 .
~ (n) (60) (60) (60) (74) I
< S
7 6 - 10 48.5 59.0 10.5 71.3 1{'-:}’;1
X (n) (31) (31) (31) (39)
s
T >10 50.6 71.3 20.6 76.5 o
2 (n) (8) (8) (8) (12) 2
. ;;Ti
] Entry ECLT: F(3,182) = 0.12, p <.9430 .
s Exit ECLT: F(3,182) = 1.32, p <.2691 I
~a -’t:.'\
: ECLT Gain: F(4,181) = 1.62, p <.1722 ::3
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Table 7-14

Mean ECLT Entry, Exit, and Gain Scores and Block II
Achievement Test Scores by Place of Residence Before
Joining the Army

Place of Entry Exit ECLT
Residence ECLT ECLT Gain

v “s

A ay

P
%

Lived in U.S. 48.8 61.1 12.4
(n) (175) (174) (174)

Lived outside 40.4 55.4 15.1
the U.S. (n) (371) (371)  (369)
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Entry ECLT: F(1,544) = 36.99, p <.0001
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e
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R

Exit ECLT: F(1,543) = 15.83, p <.0001
ECLT Gain: F(1,541) = 5.07, p <.0247
Block II: F(1,639) = 1.94, p <.1644
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i AT,
fﬁ )
LN

Distribution of Soldiers Enrolled in the Pre-BT ESL |
Course and i1n FY/9-81 Courses by Military Component |

2!

2l

v
- 51[

A

as

-

Reguiar National Enlisted Total
Army Guard Reserve N

.

|
o
X
<

g
.:.l

}l
b

"l.‘:.“
)

AIR Pre-BT ESL
sample 78% 14% 8% :
(n) (655) (117) (68) 840 i

TRADOC FY79-81 '
sample 72% 21% 7% j
(n) (2029) (583) (192) 2804 :
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2 As shown in Table 7-16, there were statisically significant differences
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. in the mean ECLT entry and gain scores as well as the Block II Achievement
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Test scores of these three groups in the AIR sample. Enlisted Reserve (ER)
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Table 7-16

Mean ECLT Entry, Exit, and Gain Scores and Block II
Achievement lest scores by Students' Military Component
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Chapter 8, Student Perceptions

This chapter focuses on the soldiers' perceptions of the Pre-BT ESL
Course and the adequacy of their language proficiency during IET. It
explores their views of their language needs and language improvement at
three points: on completing the Pre-BT Course, in BT, and in AIT. Their
evaluations of the curriculum, the instruction, and the course materials are

presented.
The data sources used in this chapter include:
® Pre-BT Student Questionnaires completed by 833 soldiers during their

final weeks in the Pre-BT ESL Course,

e BT Student Questionnaires completed by 278 soldiers during their
final weeks of BT,

® AIT Student Questionnaires completed by 100 soldiers during their
final weeks in AIT,

® Teacher Questionnaires completed by 32 teachers from seven posts,
¢ AIR Student Record Forms, and

o AIR Informal Interview Reports based on interviews with soldiers,
teachers, ACES personnel, and military personnel.

Summary of Findings

Soldiers who took the Pre-BT ESL Course were pleased with the
curriculum, the instruction, and course materials. Before the course,
soldiers said they wanted to learn to speak and use English more than they
wanted to learn information about BT. However, they tended to learn more

about BT than they did about speaking and using English, according to the
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reports of teachers and soldiers. Most soldiers reported that the course
taught them enough English for their needs in BT and AlT. In self-ratings
of their ability in reading, writing, speaking, and understanding English,
soldiers rated themselves highest in their ability to read English but

lTowest in their ability to speak English,

Soldiers said they would have liked to have had more instruction in
understanding spoken English and in speaking English. They also said they

needed more time to study outside of class.

Introduction

Students completed questionnaires at different stages in their military
training, The first questionnaire was completed during the final week of
the Pre-BT ESL Course, before the soldiers had begun BT. During this
period, soldiers were attending ESL classes six hours daiiy and usually
received a minimal amount of military training. Soldiers completed the
second questionnaire at the end of BT. At this point soldiers were able to
evaluate the course's ability to prepare them for BT. The third
questionnaire was completed during AIT, when soldiers were training for
their MOS and could evaluate the kind of English they needed to perform well
on the job. Teachers also completed a questionnaire in which they answered
questions about the program and their students' progress. The data on
teachers' perceptions are based on their questionnaire responses and their

comments during interviews.
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§ ' Each of the questionnaires asked students what they wanted to learn ADA
: :'-’::-f'
5 when they began the course and if their needs had been met for BT and AIT. Y
vy The questionnaires also asked them about their actual language use, during E:':
&, RS
o each stage of training. Students answered questions about their language -f{;}:
2’ RO
e ability and their problems in using English, Finally, they evaluated the atak
o usefulness of the materials, the teaching methods, and the curriculum. -'-\.-_:?
; 3
c" _\.'
o' _“-_-
4 N
? Students' Language Needs and Program Accomplishments
: e
According to the entry ECLT data in Chapters 5 and 7, soldiers taking :If'{::‘_
. v \‘:-.
:'-; the Pre-BT ESL Course were not a homogeneous group with regard to IO
By NS
proficiency in English. Data in Chapter 7 showed a significant interaction f.r;a::
= ALY
- between soldiers' self-assessment of language ability and exit ECLT scores: "_'.':::,-::
-\.: W
?‘_: the higher the level of self-assessment, the higher the exit ECLT score. .‘_:':'.'_:.
< . YA
I What Did Soldiers Want to Learn in the Course? -3.-';;
n :.':‘1
" r::::
) Approximately three-fourths of the soldiers indicated that, when they ::‘,. ]
- began the course, they had a preference for wanting to improve their :f-f:'.-}
< speaking -and use of English over learning about BT information (see Table e
- ‘ :‘:\"-
7 8-1). Only about one-quarter of the soldiers, however, reported that they %
Z learned more about speaking and using English than about BT. This result is
&5
- understandable given that the course emphasizes acquiring BT information
N
o more than improving general English proficiency.
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Table 8-1 N
: A
{ Students' Instructional Preference and Perceived ;:-':'_'
Accomplishments During Pre-BT ESL Course RN
RN
RN,
; Area of Skill soldier Skill soldiers RN
* instruction wanted to learn most actually learned most RN
(N=804) (N=741) NN
~ o
Speaking and using NGRS
English 77% ) 28% .‘,-::';;
A
BT information 23% 72% RS
l’_-s ~,
\ ;::r;:".
2 Soldiers who wanted most to improve their speaking and use of English -Z-;\:'_-Z
NN
tended to have lower entry and exit ECLT scores (Table 8-2). ;t‘i::s
2 B
2 Etﬁ;"
Table 8-2 5 "
o
Mean Entry and Exit ECLT and Block II Achievement Test £
Scores by Students' Instructional Preference [_p."
ﬂ;ﬁ
NI
N\ \:: !
Instructional preference Entry ECLT Exit ECLT Block II }.é}:
Speaking and using 42.1 57.0 72.7 ;;‘::Zj::t-
English (N) (467) (467) (519) N
Learning about BT 46.9 61.9 75.8 *f-\z
(N) (125) (125) (144) B
NN
Entry ECLT: F(1,590) = 8.97, p <.0029 SE:
Exit ECLT: F(1,590) = 9.42, p <.0022 5‘;-'“
Block II: F(1,661) = 2.49, p <.1152 n*,
Y
‘N ‘\.‘::
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; Soldiers were also asked which English skill they most wanted to learn éaﬁsg
when they began the course (see Table 8-3). Over one-half of the soldiers ?ﬂﬁh{,

reported that they most wanted to improve their skills in understanding ﬁ;&;?

spoken English and about one-third said they most wanted to improve their 253:
speaking of English., As indicated previously, the soldiers taking the iltfﬁ

E Pre-BT pourse had all studied English in school. Generally, their classes gsggi
l~ had emphasized reading and writing skills, not active practice in speaking g;;;i
' English and hearing it spoken. Soldiers' perceptions of the area in which ?b;;.

they made the greatest improvement in the course are also shown in Table

(AN
.
ATUR

N . '_‘. '\n.‘.n

8-3. Apparently, most students felt that they made improvement in the areas

in which they thought they needed to improve.
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Table 8-3

Py
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English Skill Soldiers Most Wanted to Learn
and Ski1li in Which They Made Greatest Improvement
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Skill Skill
Skill desired improved
(N=811) (N=808)
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Understanding .
spoken English 60% 56%

JEEER T o J ¥ 4 & 4

Reading Engish 2% 14% RS

Speaking English 33% 25%
Writing English 5% 5%
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4 How Did the Course Help Soldiers' English Development? e
7 .'d‘::t’
': :\) ’
i The next step of data will show that students and teachers believed ax
: that the Pre-BT Course helped students to improve their English, although RNa%
Y N
v they tended to view the course as being even more helpful for learning BT ;-:_:E"
< P\.- L)
"y s
i information. Most students indicated that the course helped them a lot in i

both areas as shown in Table 8-4, and a very small number indicated the \
course did not help them at all in either area.
T
‘. R SRS
X Table 8-4 Ry
N -":':'::
> Self-Report by Students about Effects of Course on Speaking and -I::{;;
é Using English and Learning about BT i
- el
BN
- Helped with Helped with '.j:.f'
i‘ speaking and learning BT <
. Response using English information ACK
l\ .~.-‘.-
N : &
- A lot 55% 82% BN
0 PN
] A little 43% 17% o
R Not at all 2% 1% o
;: The distribution of teachers' impressions was somewhat similar to those {
e
) of students as shown in Table 8-5. However, teachers tended to view the NI
::“ course as producing much stronger gains in students' knowledge of BT | j"::::{'
2 2
) information than in English proficiency. r
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' Table 8-5

Teachers' Report of Effect of Course on Students'

Ability to Speak and Use English and to Learn BT Information

(N=31)

Response

Helped with
speaking and
using English

Helped with
learning BT
information

i ! A lot
A fair amount
A little

Not at all

v smmmeme—e s . v = =

31%
53%
6%
0%

84%
16%
0%
0%

TEEE.S YT R W s e s v v .- ..

rec € ¢« £ ¥ v s xemy . ¢ 540

-

P N P

. St NN L
IR NN

shown in Table 8-6.

.............

............

Teachers selected the area in which they felt their students made the
greatest improvement during the course. Nearly one-half the teachers
indicated that students made their strongest gains in learning about BT, as
It is curious that none of the teachers felt that
students improved in reading and writing English, since a considerable

portion of the course activities involve reading and writing.
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Table 8-6

Teachers' Report of Students'

Area of Greatest Improvement

(N=26)

Area %

Learning BT
information 44%

Speaking and using

English 25%
Learning Army vocabulary 13%
Reading and writing

English 0%
No response 18%

Students were given the opportunity to respond if they thought the
course did not teach them enough BT information. Only one-quarter of the
students responded to this question, indicating that the majority felt the
course taught them enough about BT. Almost two-thirds of those who
responded to this question said that their chief complaint was not in the
course itself, but in the fact that they didn't have enough time to study

outside of class.

This concludes the presentation of student responses during the Pre-BT
ESL Course. The following sections report the perceptions of students when

they were in BT and AIT.
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Were Students' Needs Met Once They Were in BT and AIT?

On the whole, students' responses indicate that they were satisfied
with the preparation the course gave them for BT and AIT. Most soldiers
said that the course taught them enough English for their needs, although

fewer students felt this way in AIT than in BT as shown in Table 8-7.

Table 8-7

Soldiers' Evaluation of the Adequacy of English

Instruction for Needs in BT and AlTl

Response BT AIT
(N=277) (N=100)
It is enough 70% ) 57%

It is not enough
but can get by 28% 42%

It is not enough
and can't get by 2% 1%

Several questions asked students to evaluate the instruction they had
received. During BT and again in the AIT, students were asked if the course
had enough instruction or if they would want more instruction in speaking,
reading, writing, and understanding English and in Army vocabulary and
military subjects (see Table 8-8). 1In BT, about one-half the soldiers felt
felt needed more instruction in speaking, followed by understanding spoken
English and writing. Only a little more than one-fourth of the soldiers
indicated a need for more instruction in reading, Army vocabulary, and

military subjects. In AIT, there seems to be a small increase in the need
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for more instruction in understanding spoken English, reading, and military Ef?_ﬁ:&i
: RRSCh.
' subjects. oo
) A
[ 3
7 D
y Table 8-8 e
4 SRR,
y Soldiers' Evaluation of Amount of Instruction Y
Tor Needs 1n BT and AIT* otk
.\.::’.:
N Want Course had enough ;'.j'.'-’_j'.-_.
-~ more instruction instruction R,
Area TR
; In BT In AIT In BT In AIT _
’ (N=276) (n=100) (N=276) (n=100)
o
X Speaking
English 49% 51% 49% 45% IO
¢ ‘--’\,‘n
Reading 1T
English 30% 37% 65% 61% A
’_\‘_\'.:
- Writing :.-.
English 21% 43% 55% 56% Lo
~.‘.‘.:::
Understanding N
Spoken English 45% 52% 53% 45% NOGN,
N NRS0S
- A rmy l:.‘:n _-.
7 Vocabulary 28% 29% 68% 67% BSOAS
.“..‘:',.<
” Military O
S Subjects 29% 35% 67% 61% RS
P, ._...;." X
‘ *Not included in this table is the category would want less o
instruction. All areas received a very small percent of responses DENEN
; in this category. . PN
) NN
2 NN
‘ . K."- _.I
During BT, and again during AIT, students were asked how much the | B
N
o course helped them to speak, read, write and understand spoken English, and l;:-:},.:
;
k% to learn Army vocabulary and military subjects. Nearly 90% of the students ;;C:;I:
5 R0
H said the course helped them a 1ot to learn Army vocabulary and military (e
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subjects. About two-thirds said the course helped them a lot to speak,

AP

read, and understand spoken English and about one-half said the course

helped them a lot to write English. Il

Soldiers' Language Use and Ability NACN

On the their questionnaires, students answered questions about their
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use of English while they were in the Pre-BT Course, when they were in BT,
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and when they were in AIT. In general, soldiers reported that they needed
to use English at each level of their military training. Most soldiers also N

said that they used English both on duty and off duty and that they were

continuing to learn more English throughout their training.
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How Well Did Soldiers Communicate with their Drill Sergeants? N
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) Most scldiers reported that they usually understood the sergeant when
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they were taking the Pre-BT Course. In instances when they did not
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' understand the sergeant, most said they were able to ask in English for
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help. Later in BT and AIT, the majority said they could understand the
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instructions of their sergeant well or very well as shown in Table 8-9.
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Interviews with students and sergeants, however, indicate that many of these

2 students observe the behavior of other soldiers or ask other soldiers for

explanations in order to understand instructions.
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M Table 8-9
N Soldiers' Ability to Understand the
Driil Sergeant in BT and AIT
Response BT AIT
(N=278) (N=100)
Y Well or very well 74% 81%
' Adequately 23% 17%
Poorly 3% 2%
S SRS
3 ..'-:-
) OR
- ."_--.'_.('
p. S5
: How Often Do Soldiers Use English? ;‘*
: r__‘.f_‘_;‘_
M .-_‘..;._.:
A Soldiers said that they needed to use English at all levels of their ::;i:-;'.‘,::
’ s
4 training. However, the need to speak English became greater in BT and AIT. ;:.-:\-‘
. During the Pre-BT Course, less than one-fifth said they needed to speak NN
N '\-‘.':‘.
) English all the time. However, once they were in BT and AIT, almost \.\
. R
. three-quarters of the soldiers said they needed to speak English all the "_,-g
time, ‘ -E-":-":
-:'\'.\
NN
During BT and AIT, soldiers primarily spoke English in the barracks and :ﬁ:‘,'.:
RN Py
in classes (see Table 8-10). Nearly all soldiers indicated that they spoke —
English in the barracks and a little more than half spoke English in * ,
classes. NG
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. Table 8-10 e
2. f-.';.:
3 When Soldiers Most Frequently Speak English Lo
. Response* During BT During AIT ’
e, (N=201) (N=100) oy
. s WA
ble
o In the barracks - 91% 82% s
During classes 52% 57% o
g o
¥ In the PX 14% : 15% B
- In the mess hall 8% 1% :
b In town 3% 9% e
¥ N
Other response 13% 9% :“
'-~"'J"-f
y * Students could choose two responses k‘::.
! O
o’ A0
o -:\.:‘.
v WY
ha Did soldiers have enough opportunities to practice speaking English R0Y
. bk
. when they were taking the Pre-BT Course? Students generally agreed that ;:-;\j
3y .‘t-;'.
- they needed more opportunities to practice the English they were learning in isj'x.;
“~ a .
* Y
class. Over one-half said they needed to practice speaking English more in o
NN
-. ESL class. Three-quarters of the soldiers said they needed to practice e
511 English more during military training and also off duty. These responses on '_;'.:;_Zj
- AN
the student questionnaires were confirmed by soldiers during informal -
- s
- interviews when they expressed the need to practice English with native ol
.. :-:,_.}
" speakers. ;i-:"
i . g
: N . . L '
o Responses from soldiers during interviews in BT and AIT indicated that i
O, »*_..-..
’ they were continuing to learn English, They agreed that the Pre-BT Course f‘_ﬁi‘_‘.:
4 oAy
R had given them a foundation in English and given them the self-confidence to h:j
L oty
- continue practicing and to engage in conversations with English speakers. AN
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According to the BT and AIT Soldiers' Questionnaires, they were helped most Etﬁﬁ
<."_
to learn more English by their conversations with other soldiers. As shown f:;:
she
in Table 8-11, the responses in BT and AIT are similar, although soldiers f&_t
tend to report that in AIT, reading is more helpful to them. f?;::
e
Table 8-11 b
Al
Where Soldiers Received Help e
To Keep Learning English
Response* BT ALT S
(N=277) (N=100) ;¢i
=
Talking with other ?‘f
soldiers 82% 83% ﬁy:.
Classroom instruction 28% 34% 0
Reading English 7% ¢ 32% R
T {
Talking with the T
sergeant 32% 28% e
a8
Other 5% 3% NGy
\'\':\'
:? *Soldiers could chose two responses. .
o o
;:.". .':.-
Eii Most ESL students found native English speakers on the post to be o
5
E:; helpful. ODuring the Pre-8T Course, BT, and AIT, soldiers said that English ret
Ei: speakers on the post helped them speak English. Table 8-12 shows that 25?
F S
.“\ : .
;*J respondents tended to feel that English speakers were more helpful in BT and {5}
~ AIT than during the Pre-BT ESL Course. Comments from students during ~
c'.r o
il % [l
Eﬁz follow-up interviews suggest that the differences in these data, in part, L
4 o
;f* reflect the differences in the level of cooperation between ESL students and s
ey "y
e other BSEP [ students. Some ESL students reported that while in the Pre-BT -3
o B
-5 A
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HTHLS
> RN
p { Course, there were occasionally some problems between the ESL students and Ij{*y
P AN
o other BSEP I students. i’

] RSon
B ! YN
: hou
i Table 8-12 2O
R . B
~3 Soldiers' Perception of Whether Native English Speakers f**ﬁ
Help Them with Their English -

: During Pre-BT During BT During AIT o
% Perception (N=810) (N=273) (N=100) RSN
' Helpful 68% 90% 86% ;::1.;{:;'::
B DD
. Not helpful 29% 8% 13% =
- ::: -::.:
K. No response 3% 2% 1% S
E. /:_‘e'
: s
. f:._"‘ .
- e
Language Used in Different Situations ;:;5
b
Students were generally isolated from English speakers on the posts '}ﬁﬁi
g
during the Pre-BT Course. ESL soldiers were often assigned to ::E::
NN

Spanish-speaking platoons or to a room in the barracks nith other Spanish B
o
speakers, Perhaps this is why soldiers in the Pre-BT Course said that they :jip
o
- used their native language more often than English in the barracks and when :ﬂy;
.‘ -.:‘.

they were off duty (see Table 8-13). Once soldiers were in BT and AIT,
however, and were integrated into units with native English speakers, they

said they used English predominantly,
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Table 8-13

Language Used Most

In the barracks Off duty

Language Pre-BT BT AIT Pre-8T BT AIT
(N=785) (N=278) (N=100) (N=779) (N=268) (N=100)

English 35% 79% 80% 31% 64% 69%
Native language 65% 212 20% 69% 36% 312

How competent did soldiers think they were to use English in the
classroom and outside of the classfoom? How confident were they in their
understanding of military terminology and information? As shown in Table
8-14, soldiers' opinions about their ability to speak, understand, read, and
write English did not vary greatiy from BT to AIT. In both cases, soldiers
said that they were most competent in reading English and least competent in

speaking English,
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Table 8-14

Soldiers' Rating of Their Ability To Read, Understand,

Write, and Speak English in BT and AT

BT AIT

(N=278) (N=100)
How well Well or Ade- Well or Ade-
does soldier: very well quately Poorly very well quately Poorly
Read English 18% 20% 2% 83% 15% 1%
Understand spoken
English 59% 40% 1% 12% 28% 0%
Write English 51% 449 5% 58% 332 5%
Speak English 35% 57% 7% 45% 51% 4%

How did soldiers rate themselves on their classroom performance?

Soldiers tended to view themselves as understanding classroom lectures well

or very well in BT and in AIT as shown in Table 8-15. Soldiers also

expressed confidence in their ability to read and understand the SMART book

in BT and to read and understand the AIT manuals.
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5 Table 8-15
Soldiers' Ratings of Their Ability to Understand Classroom
NG Lectures and Read Army Manuals in BY and AIT
N .
'~.$ - -
'-" BT AIT __.
! (N=277) (N=100)
o Well or Well or ' "'f\
Y Area - very well Adequately Poorly very well Adequately Poorly T
ol
P
’ Undertand -
. lectures 75% 23% 2% 80% 19% 1% ;3
A3
5 Read Smart RS
"3 book 84% 15% 1% -- -- -- RN
\J :._-'._.
R Read AIT pe
. Manuals -- -- -- 83% 17% 0% 2
7 N
o 2
~e Difficult Situations in AIT TN
-~ ' <.
o Soldiers were asked if they ever had problems speaking English in AIT e
'.:2 and to identify the situations that were most difficult for them. They said ':::::
. RN
o el
= that using technical words when speaking was the greatest problem and that o
o vy
:3-", answering.and understanding the instructor was also difficult for them (see ;:;:
ot : DA
o Table 8-16). N
v, '\*\
e i
) "
. .'\'-‘_.
o~ "-_‘:
3 A
N ey
- 0
X s
:: .-f;:'.:
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> ’:f:
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' ]20 -'_\::\
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N RO
g : e A
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Table B8-16

Difficult Situations in AIT

(N=100)

Situation* %
Using technical words when speaking 67%
Answering the instructors 44%

RRhBRien Ao ataw 2s  LLIPAESS  fete g™

B
g0y

Understanding the instructor in class 22%

ey
)

P
i Writing class assignments 13% ja;:_
“~ . I: . J'.'.
\ Reading technical materials 12% B
b NN
> *Soldiers could chose two situations 4
N
~
N Usefulness of Materials, Methods, Curriculum
LY

Students were asked a set of questions to evaluate the course
. materials, the teaching methods, and the curriculum itself., Their praise
. was highest for the teachers and for the interest of the teachers in each N
x soldier's language development. E}gﬁ
; . KOO
g NN
:; \{‘1“\
. How were Class Conditions? AN
o Most students said that the classroom conditions during the course were
‘ conducive to learning. However, approximately one tenth of the students
said that the conditions in their classrooms were not conducive to learning.

J]
‘f They identified the main problem as being the different ability levels of
) students within the same class. As shown in Table 8-17, most students
:
¢ 121
¥
- N
0 A A e S A RN S SR A RN g e e b e




o o HE

.‘l

ST S o e e

RN N SN

* e B
IR

"

KRN 2ol AP A

SO

X XA AA Ml ]

- .

A Yy

'l

]
Y
N

SR F L,
’

appeared to be satisfied with the level of difficulty of the course and the

length of the course,

Table 8-17

Students' Evaluation of Length of Course

and Level of Difficulty

(N=828)
Response % Response %
Too difficult 2% Too long 9%
Too easy 13% Too short 26%
Just right 83% The right
number of 62%
weeks
No response 2% No response 3%
Instruction

Students were asked to evaluate different elements of the course with
respect to which methods helped them most and least to learn during the
course (see Table 8-18). Students said that they were helped most to learn
by the explanations of their teachers and the spoken exercises in the class.
They said they were helped least to learn by listening to tapes. Some
students said that the written exercises and the free conversation in
classes helped them least to learn. Perhaps those students who found that
free conversation was not helpful also took part in the unstructured

conversation periods that AIR staff observed frequently and considered to be
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: unfruitful. In these sessions, generally the teacher did most of the o
: talking and only a few of the students, the more able, participated in the iﬁiu‘
| conversations,
' Table 8-18

Teaching Methods That Helped Soldiers
Most and Least to Learn

(N=818) -
! Method Helped most Helped least E;;f
P _&;i:
: Teachers' explanations 45% 6% e
. s
i Spoken exercises 18% 7% B
: Written exercises 15% 14% e
. ~':.-.;.
: Free conversation 12% 14% R
s -.".-"
1 Lesson tests 4% 7% D
: Listening to tapes 2% 41% wE
. -'.-::
. No response 4% 11% R
~ T e
? o
( In interviews with teachers, AIR staff learned that teachers held
3 favorable opinions about the course. They appreciated the structure that
! the curriculum provided them and felt that soldiers were learning important RO
. information that would prepare them for BT. A frequent recommendation made '}:&I'
. N
F during interviews was that the course should contain more opportunities for ;x;:
% the students to use the English they were learning in structured E:;.\
et
. conversations integrated into the curriulum throughout the course period. :ﬁi::
.: l\f\“:\
2 Teachers also felt that the course should give students more direct Qé: N
¥, !‘1,‘, ‘
! instruction on grammar. On the Teachers' Questionnaires, teachers were AR
- o
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asked about the aspects of the course they thought should receive more or
less emphasis (see Table 8-19). Twenty-eight of the teachers responded to
the question asking if there were aspects of the course that should receive
more emphasis. Only nine, however, said that there were aspects of the
course that should receive less emphasis. Almost three quarters of the
teachers said that the course should include more conversation. More than
one-half of the teachers supported having more instruction in grammar and
listening comprehension, Regarding the aspects that they felt should be
de-emphasized, those who responded to the question said that there should be
less writing and instruction on military vocabulary in the course. These
questions indicate their general support of the curriculum. Rather than

eliminating portions of the curriculum they favored augmenting it.
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Table 8-19 R0y
P
Teachers' Reports of Aspects of the Course Ay
That Should Receive More and Less Emphasis Eixﬁ
. NIt
(N=32) R
AN
Aspect* More emphasis Less emphasis
Conversation 12% 0%
Listening ' fffﬁa
comprehension 59% 0% el
Grammar 59% 31 RO
DA
Pronunciation 41% 0% bpaps
N
Reading 19% 6% s
Writing 19% 16% NN
AP
Military \f"
vocabulary . 9% 13% :sfﬁ}
BT :31'5‘ )
information 9% 3% Y
d L)
Spelling 6% 3% L.
*Teachers could select more than one aspect 2{
-
What Helped to Improve Students' Speaking and Use of English? §§§if
S
\':::'.:
Students were asked to identify the one element of the course which Vel

helped them most to improve their speaking and use of English. Of seven
categories, students most often chose situations in which they were required
to speak English rather than read or write English as helping them most to QiJ-i

improve their speaking ability. Table 3-20 shows the soldiers' choices:
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Table 8-20

Students' Self-Reports of the Most
Helpful Aspect of Course

(N=804)
Aspect %
Talking with the teacher 37%
Talking with English-

speaking students 21%
Spoken exercises in

class 15%
Written exercises in

class 10%
Exercises in language

1ab 5%
Talking with the sergeant 2%
Other or no response 10%

What Deficiencies Existed in English Training?

The student questionnaire asked those students who felt the course had
not helped them to speak and use English as well as they needed, to identify -
the major problem. The biggest problem seemed to be lack of study time
outside of class. Some also said that they did not have enough
opportunities outside of class to practice English with English-speaking
people and that the lessons did not teach enough about speaking and using

general English., Table 8-21 shows students' responses.
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Table 8-21

Students' Assessment of Reason Course Did

Not Help Them to Speak and Use English Well

(N=450)

Reason %
Not enough time to study 39%
Not enough chances to speak with native

English speakers outside of class 24%
Lessons did not teach enough about

speaking and using general English 22%
Lessons did not teach enough about grammar 12%
Not enough chances to use English {n class 2%
Too many lessons to study 1%

Students were asked to identify the aspect of the course which helped
them to learn about BT information. As shown in Table 8-22, students most
often reported that the demonstrations by the teacher in the class helped

them to learn about BT information. They were also helped by the written

exercises in the student texts.
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) Table 8-22
Aspect of the Course That Helped Students :
to Learn about BT Information 3
' -~
(_k 830) J':.
, o
o/
Aspect % p,
Démonstrations by the teacher 28%
Written exercises in the texts 23% :
Films or tapes 18% N
¥ Illustrations in the texts 13% 312‘;
¢ O
3 Class discussions 12% R
, RN
Spoken exercises in the texts 6% E\,x

\)

ey
’
S

Students' Evaluation of the Teachers

Students had high praise for their teachers, both in informal
interviews during Pre-BT training, in BT, and again in AIT. They frequently
attributed their success in learning English to the efforts of their

. teachers. Table 8-23 shows how students responded to several questions

WA
a

about their teachers, Apparently, students felt their teachers were good -

y

o N
-.‘.L

instructors and also appreciated the concern they showed in their learning. A
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Table 8-23

*'e
"b .\
A‘l

5

Students' Evaluation of Teachers

- ..
ATAN
(N=785) R
a‘ i
3 Question Yes No A
- ] ]
w Y
Z Do you like the way your i:ﬁ::
- teachers teach the course? 96% 4% s
2 PR
z Do your teachers help you RSO
| learn the lessons well? 99% 1% —
; Do your teachers explain )
~ the lessons well? 98% 2% .
A9
N Do your teachers care if you PO
y are having probiems learning? 97% 3% bt
3;' il
. KA
‘ . A
. Students also gave their teachers credit for encouraging them to keep I
g learning English. Over one-half of the soldiers said their teacher gave ; ;{;
A N
L them the most encouragement. Almost one-quarter of the soldiers said that j:if
Y o ‘e -'.:-
™ “others" were responsible for encouraging them to keep learning English (see iﬁ;:
. "f. -
. Table 8-24). ;$'4
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Source of Encouragement to

Keep Learning English

Table 8-24
(N=796)
Source
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Chapter 9. Program Differences and Program Qutcomes

Differences in the implementation of the Pre-BT ESL Course among the
eight programs provide an opportunity to examihe whether certain program
characteristics result in gredter or lesser instructional benefits to
students as measured by the ECLT and the Block II Achievement Test. Do
variations from the original implementation concept affect program outcomes?
Do certain instructional policies or solutions to implementation problems
produce better results than others? This chapter will analyze the program
outcomes presented in Chapter 5 in two ways. The first approach groups the
eight programs into two sets on the basis of closeness to intended
implementation in order to examine whether fidelity to intended
implementation has an effect on outcomes. The second approach will consider
the outcomes by individual program to determine if certain program-specific

differences affect outcomes,

Summary of Findings

Using four features that describe different characteristics of the
programs, four of the eight programs were designated as being closer to the
intended implementation model: Forts Benning, Dix, Jackson, and Sill, The
four programs closer to the implementation model demonstrated slightly
larger ECLT gains--after adjusting for differences in entry ECLT
scores--than the remaining four programs--ECLT gain of 15.6 as opposed to

13.9. There seem to be only minimal differences, however, between the two
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N groups on the Block II Achievement Test after considering the data under ek

conditions that minimize the effect of differences in ECLT scores.

h ]
* o
-

o
§ Fort Bliss, a very small program which has students study the entire ::.;E;
§ course individually and on tape, shows high adjusted ECLT gains (19.4). We Eiﬁa
3 can suggest several factors that might contribute to this large gain, but i:‘j

the most influential one may be that this instructional mode provides E;éﬁ%
Eﬁ excellent practice for the ECLT which presents 75 of its 120 items on tape. Eézﬁ
5y
) The two programs in which students performed best on the Block II SFff
'% Achievement Test, Forts Dix and Jackson, are both in the EE;E
;5 closer-implementation group. Seventy-eight percent of the Fort Dix students 33;2
f} pass the test--score 80 or more--and so do 61% of the Fort Jackson students. ﬁiﬁ%
;. At the remaining programs, no more than 46% of the students pass the Block zﬁﬁi
;i Il Achievement Test. Fort Dix students do unusually well on this test; even ;i;g
G 71% of the Fort Dix non-target population pass the test. The high Block II ?ﬁ&?
§2 Achievement Test scores at Fort Dix are most likely related to the fact that ;E;i‘
C: the Fort Dix program uses military training aids as part of their ;;SEE
- instruction much more extensively than do any of the other programs. ;&?;

%, Wy
ij Fidelity of Implementation and Program Qutcomes Ex;:
ot

I~ Though all eight installations use the Pre-BT ESL Course as the central R
T: part of their ESL programé, there are many aspects or features on which Ef;f;
: these programs differ from the original DLIELC model for the implemented ;";‘.
z course. In order to investigate how fidelity to the intended impiementation E§E§

" model relates to program outcomes, four program features covering lesson :Eﬁﬁ
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into two groups.

A R e e

presentation and instructional methods were selected for use as criteria of

program fidelity. The four features are:

all students start the program in Block I
(but not necessarily with Block I, Lesson I)
and receive all, or most, lessons in the
intended sequence--Yes/No,

all students receive instruction on all
designated lessons--Yes/No,

level of use of military training aids as
part of instruction--high, medium, low,
and

level of use of ESL techniques as part of
instruction--high, medium, low.

The eight ESL programs were assigned values for these features and divided

feature was given more weight than any of the others.

Based on these features, the programs can be separated along the lines

shown in Table 9-1.
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Table 9-1

Assignment of Programs According to Closeness to
[ntended [mplementation

Closer to Further from
intended implementation intended implementation
R
Fort Benning Fort Bliss D
SRS
Fort Dix Fort Knox :2:2;:
P
f. :‘,‘3: a
Fort Jackson Fort McClellan o
T
Fort Sill Fort Leonard Wood RN

A
AR
. .

The group of programs that is closer to the intended implementation
will be referred to as the Fidelity Programs; the other group will be
referred to as the Non-Fidelity Programs. Despite the fact that at Fort
Bliss all students receive all lessons in the designated sequence, it was
placed with the Non-Fidelity Programs because the taped presentation of the

course materials was not within the DLIELC intended model of implementation.

The two groups differ on entry ECLT scores but show the same mean ECLT
gain (see Table 9-2). Because of the regression toward the mean effect
discussed in Chapter 5, these ECLT gains must be adjusted for differences in
entry ECLT scores before comparing gain outéomes.“ The students in the
Fidelity Programs achieve slightly larger adjusted ECLT gains t@an those in
the Non-Fidelity Programs as shown in Table 9-2. In addition, a somewhat

higher percent of students in the Fidelity Programs pass the Block II

Achievement Test (i.e., achieve 80 or more).
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Table 9-2

Comparison of Qutcomes Between Fidelity Programs

and Non-Fidelity Programs

0 T ANRRRRN,  NMYWWENN -V A YFTLIAL ) RAP

Mean Mean Mean Mean % Students
Program entry exit ECLT adjusted passing
type ECLT ECLT gain ECTL gain Block II Test
Fidelity
Programs 45,1 60.1 15.0 15.6 52%
Non-Fidelity
Programs 41.3 56.1 15.0 13.9 45%

Entry ECLT: F (1,1860) = 21.80, p <.001

Exit ECLT: F (1,1771) = 28.22, p <.0060

ECLT gain: F (1,1755) <1

Adjusted ECLT gain: F (1,1755) = 7.50, p <.0062

% Passing Block II Test: X* (1,1539) = 8.69, p <.003

The Block Il Achievement Test data in <ns1:XMLFault xmlns:ns1="http://cxf.apache.org/bindings/xformat"><ns1:faultstring xmlns:ns1="http://cxf.apache.org/bindings/xformat">java.lang.OutOfMemoryError: Java heap space</ns1:faultstring></ns1:XMLFault>